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DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE AUTHORIZATION
FOR APPROPRIATIONS FOR FISCAL YEAR
2005

THURSDAY, MARCH 11, 2004

U.S. SENATE,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON AIRLAND,
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES,

Washington, DC.

ARMY TRANSFORMATION

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 2:01 p.m. in room
SR—232A, Russell Senate Office Building, Senator Jeff Sessions
(chairman of the subcommittee) presiding.

Committee members present: Senators Sessions, Dole,
Lieberman, and Clinton.

Majority staff members present: Ambrose R. Hock, professional
f)taff member; and Thomas L. MacKenzie, professional staff mem-

er.

Minority staff members present: Daniel J. Cox, Jr., professional
staff member; and Creighton Greene, professional staff member.

Staff assistants present: Andrew W. Florell and Sara R. Mareno.

Committee members’ assistants present: John A. Bonsell, assist-
ant to Senator Inhofe; Arch Galloway II, assistant to Senator Ses-
sions; Frederick M. Downey, assistant to Senator Lieberman; and
Andrew Shapiro, assistant to Senator Clinton.

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR JEFF SESSIONS,
CHAIRMAN

Senator SESSIONS. The subcommittee will come to order. We're
not real sure what our afternoon schedule is going to be. They had
earlier predicted some votes at 2:15, but I've not received confirma-
tion, and it was just a prediction. Our plan certainly should be to
go forward to hear the testimony of our distinguished guests and
to make some opening statements. We will probably have time to
complete our work, but we may be interrupted as we go forward.

The Subcommittee on Airland meets today to receive testimony
on the fiscal year 2005 President’s budget request for Army trans-
formation. I welcome this distinguished panel today.

First, I would like to take a moment to recognize our ranking
member, Senator Lieberman. He is a thorough expert on national
defense, a man of great integrity and insight, who’s listened to by
both sides of the aisle whenever he speaks on these matters. It’s
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a pleasure for me, Senator Lieberman, to work with you. I value
your insight and your commitment to this country.

I want to recognize, also, the men and women of our active, Re-
serve, and National Guard components, supported by civilian em-
ployees and contractors, who have been successful in executing
military operations around the world in the ongoing war on terror-
ism. This is proof of the training, equipment, and readiness that
you have provided them. Their service and sacrifices, and the sac-
rifices of their families, are deeply appreciated. I've talked with a
number of families who have lost loved ones in Iraq and Afghani-
stan, families from Alabama. I've visited our soldiers at Walter
Reed, and I know, as you do, the real, personal sacrifice that is
being made.

Today’s hearing is the first of two hearings we will have on Army
programs. Our focus this afternoon will be transformation. On
March 30, we’ll have a hearing on Army aviation, specifically focus-
ing on the termination of the Comanche armed reconnaissance heli-
copter program. It’s something that I've had an interest in and sup-
ported over the years, and I know Senator Lieberman has as well.
We will be talking about that and have a full opportunity to dis-
cuss it.

The Airland Subcommittee has supported the Comanche program
in previous budget requests, and we are concerned with the impact
of the termination on the future Army capabilities. I have, based
on what I know today, decided that this termination is justified,
but we will be going into it in more detail as time goes by, and we
want to be sure, if there is a termination, that the funds that were
allocated to that program will be used to improve Army aviation.

For fiscal year 2005, the Army requests $98.5 billion, $2.7 billion
more than appropriated in fiscal year 2004, and supports the con-
tinuation of the Army transformation efforts. Adjusting for the Co-
manche termination, the Army requests $12.8 billion in procure-
ment, including $905 million for the Stryker vehicles, for the fifth
of six Stryker brigades, and $2.7 billion for Army aviation pro-
grams, and $9.3 billion in research, development, tests, and evalua-
tion (RDT&E), including $3.2 billion for Future Combat Systems
(FCS), a $1.5 billion increase over the amount appropriated in fis-
cal year 2004. FCS is one of the key programs for the Army trans-
formation to the future force, and we have several questions re-
garding this program.

As T noted earlier, today’s hearing will focus on Army trans-
formation. With the new chief of staff, the three axes of Army
transformation—the Objective Force, Interim Force, and Legacy
Force—have morphed into a current force that is organized,
trained, and equipped for joint, interagency, multinational, full-
spectrum operations, and a future force and operational force that
will be based on network-centric capabilities. This is the Army’s
fourth year of transformation, and we are interested in hearing the
progress the Army has made to date, particularly since they signed
the $14.5 billion contract for the system development and dem-
onstration phase of the program.

The subcommittee will not only focus on Army transformation,
but also on programs supporting Operation Enduring Freedom
(OEF) and Operation Iraqi Freedom (OIF) and other deployed
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Army forces. We are interested in hearing your views on the chief
of staff’s plan to restructure active and Reserve components to cre-
ate a modular force that is intended to provide joint and expedi-
tionary capabilities to the combatant commanders.

I support this initiative and believe the Army has taken a pru-
dent approach to addressing issues related to high-demand, but
low-density units and rotational requirements; however, there are
still unanswered questions related to both near- and far-term re-
quirements and how the Army intends to fund the restructure.

We also ask you to address the impact of Operations Enduring
Freedom and Iraqi Freedom on the current modernization plan, in-
cluding costs associated with the plan. We understand the Army
will use operations and maintenance funding to reset equipment as
it is redeployed from Operation Iraqi Freedom. But we also under-
stand that the Army has unfunded requirements in the procure-
ment accounts for equipment attrited during the current oper-
ations. I am concerned that current operations will create resource
challenges that can affect, adversely, transformation.

The Army has made tremendous progress in its transformation
initiative, and, even with Comanche’s termination, this budget re-
quest appears to support the continued development of systems for
Army transformation.

Secretary Bolton, General Casey, and Major General Curran, we
welcome you here to the Airland Subcommittee. I want to commend
each of you for your outstanding leadership that you’ve provided
and continue to provide in these challenging times. We look for-
ward to your testimony.

Before I yield to my esteemed colleague, we have a special guest
today. We welcome Cindy Curran, Major General Curran’s wife.
Good to see you. Thank you for being here with us.

Senator Lieberman.

STATEMENT OF SENATOR JOSEPH I. LIEBERMAN

Senator LIEBERMAN. Thanks, Mr. Chairman. The presence of
General Curran’s wife will make our questioning no less withering.
[Laughter.]

But it’s nice to have you here, Mrs. Curran.

I thank you, Mr. Chairman. I thank you for your leadership of
this subcommittee and for your service to our country. It has been
really an honor to get to know you. I must say, when I first came
back, Senator Warner said that I had been away without leave. I
told him that I actually felt as if I had been actively deployed.
[Laughter.]

But, in any case, it is an honor to return to the Senate with peo-
ple like yourself, and to work together in the best tradition of our
country across party lines to do what is right to protect our na-
tional security and to support the men and women in uniform.
You've set a high standard for that, and I look forward to working
with you this year in pursuit of the goals that I know we share.

Mr. Chairman, over the last 5 years, now in my sixth year on
this subcommittee, I've been privileged to serve as both chair and
ranking member. In that time, I've worked with my Republican col-
league, strongly supporting the effort to transform the Army into
a force more relevant to the new strategic environment that we are
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now facing. I've also had concerns, as this has gone along, about
how the Army was attempting to effect that transformation, and
particularly concerned about what I saw and, I'm afraid, still see
as the failure to adequately fund the effort.

In short, I've been concerned, and remain so, that the Army not
be pressured to mortgage the future for the present. That goes to
the affordability of the Army plan to modernize what used to be
known as the Legacy Force, to field the Interim Force, and develop
and field the Objective Force by 2010.

Over the 4 years that General Shinseki led the Army, I sup-
ported fully the development of both the air and ground compo-
nents of transformation to the Objective Force and fully supported
his view that those programs should be the Army’s highest prior-
ities. But I must say that I was concerned about the Army spend-
ing that $10 billion to field the 6th Stryker Brigade Combat Team
(SBCT) for the Interim Force, because I worried that the Army
might move more quickly and less expensively to field an interim
capability, and with nearly the same degree of effectiveness.

Once it was clear that the resources provided would not be suffi-
cient, the Army chose to take some risk in the Legacy Force. It was
something we talked about quite openly here because of the limita-
tion on resources that the Army was being given, cancelling scores
of programs, and underfunding many more, including the
digitization required to field the tactical internet to all but the
counterattack corps. Some of this was based on what we hoped at
the time would be a strategic pause to make the risks tolerable.
But, of course, it ended up being short-lived, and we have felt,
since Afghanistan and Iraq, some of the consequences of the under-
funding, such as insufficient sets of individual body armor, up-
armored high-mobility multipurpose wheeled vehicles (HMMWYVs),
aircraft survivability, equipment and battlefield identification sys-
tems. Obviously, I applaud General Schoomaker, General Casey,
and all of you for your efforts to get such equipment to the current
force as quickly as possible—I know that you’ve done that in many
of the cases I've mentioned—and to deal with other capability
shortfalls in the force.

However, like his predecessor, General Schoomaker is now being
forced to make some tough choices, and one of those is the one that
Senator Sessions referred to: the termination of the Comanche,
which we will hold a separate hearing on, on March 30, so I don’t
want to go into it in detail here. But, for quite a long time, what
the Army told us—and I thought it was a strong argument—was
that the Comanche would be the Army’s future air combat vehicle
and complement the ground FCS. I know—and I've heard the argu-
ments—that the operational environment is now different than en-
visioned when Comanche was conceived, and the joint systems can
help fill the Comanche void. But my concern really is that the pri-
mary reason for the termination was budgetary. Just as there were
risks associated with underfunding the Legacy Force in recent
years, there is risk associated, I want to suggest today, with under-
funding Army transformation for the future.

The Army has vigorously argued that the future was its highest
priority, and I believe that, and we put some resources there. But
even in the context of a Defense Department budget that some in-
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side Congress and some outside Congress feel is excessive, we're
pressuring you to do a lot for the current force and the future force,
and you’re finding it hard to do it all.

Today, we want to look at the bigger picture of how the Army’s
ongoing operations in Afghanistan and Iraq, and in the larger war
on terror have affected these modernization and transformation
plans. As Army units rotate back from Iraq, there will be huge
equipment costs as they are reset for follow-on contingencies. The
bulk of the cost will be in the operation and maintenance accounts
as equipment is repaired and serviced. Now, are there going to be
additional acquisition costs? Of course. To replace combat losses,
the Army has estimated that the total reset cost from the first rota-
tion of forces in and out of Iraq, and the continuing rotation in and
out of Afghanistan, will be in the range of $5 billion, largely un-
funded. There are also going to be some acquisition costs to add
equipment as the Army moves to create the additional 10 to 15 ac-
tive brigades in its structure and reorganize the remainder in the
active and Reserve components to achieve a degree of modularity
in design.

Like the Chairman, I'm quite encouraged by these plans. They
make a lot of sense to me. But there is a cost, of course, and the
cost of creating the 15 additional active-duty brigades I've seen es-
timated at over $20 billion. We've seen no estimate for the cost of
restructuring existing brigades in the Reserve components.

Now, the Army Chief of Staff believes he’s going to be able to
complete the restructuring as the Army resets the force, and that
the cost of doing so will be largely covered through supplemental
appropriations. Whether that will be so remains to be seen. Unfor-
tunately, recent history is not totally encouraging. Even though the
Army received approximately $42 billion of the $65 billion in fiscal
year 2004 supplemental appropriations, it still has had to deal with
nearly $3 billion in unfunded war-related requirements.

For the fiscal year 2005 budget request, the Army has submitted
a nonfunded priorities list of $6 billion, including $2.4 billion for
the modularity requirements, and $1.2 billion for fiscal year 2004
reset shortfalls. Some in the Army have further estimated a fiscal
year 2005 supplemental requirement of nearly $50 billion. The re-
sulting shortfall could have a serious impact, again, on our Army
transformation funding in the future, and potentially force the
Army to delay or, at worst, terminate the FCS in order to meet cur-
rent force requirements.

This is a reaction to reality. It is not that I'm blaming anyone.
In part, it’s our doing. We have to figure out—and that’s what I
think the chairman and I are saying—how best, in this resource-
constrained active-deployment reality that we’re living in, we can
support what you’re doing.

I remain concerned that the Army will sacrifice the future for the
present. As pressing as the present is, we have to figure out a way
to make sure that you’re not forced to do that. Because I fear the
result of that maybe that we will have personally modernized a
current force that will end up being the future force. Clearly that
partially modernized current force is necessary to do what we’re
doing now. But nothing stays static, we’re going to be facing more
sophisticated threats in the future, and we have a responsibility to
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help you fulfill your responsibility to be ready to face those threats.
That, I hope, is what this Airland Subcommittee can do in this ses-
sion.

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

Senator SESSIONS. Thank you, Senator Lieberman. Those views
and concerns are matters we need to take seriously, and we appre-
ciate that.

Senator Dole, it’s great to have you with us. We thank you for
your interest and your strong commitment to matters of defense
and your regular attendance at our committees.

Senator DOLE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I want to thank our
distinguished panel for appearing here today.

The global strategic environment, as we all know, is a complex
and dangerous landscape. With the proliferation of technology and
weapons of mass destruction (WMD), we’re currently witnessing a
fundamental change in the security environment. In the future, our
potential adversaries will be significantly more capable of threaten-
ing our national security at home and abroad. As a result, we must
remain ever vigilant, with an eye to the future as we resource our
military to develop future capabilities.

Our Army has been, and continues to be, vigilant. As a result,
it is relevant and it is ready. Through its ongoing transformation,
our Army will be ready to defend our national security well into
the future. I commend the Army for being proactive and for the
tough resource-allocation decisions it has made to produce a fea-
sible transformation plan.

Meanwhile, our Nation is at war, and we must do everything
possible to support our brave men and women as they valiantly
maintain the security of the American people. I look forward to
hearing how we, on the Senate Armed Services Committee, can as-
sist the Army in executing its transformation while it remains en-
gaged in 120 countries worldwide. Thank you for being here today.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator SESSIONS. Thank you, Senator Dole. Well said.

We will hear from each of you now. You could maybe discuss how
you would like to divide your time. If we could stay around 15 min-
utes, that would be good. But if you have something you want us
to hear, I hope that you will say it.

I'd just reiterate: we're at a point where we support future com-
bat force, and the question we are having is, what equipment and
technologies do you need to make it a reality? Then, do you have
enough money to do it, or will you be able to have those resources
on hand when the date in question arrives? That’s part of what
we're wrestling with. It’s one thing to have a vision, but if you don’t
have the gas to get you down the road, we won’t make it there.

Secretary Bolton, we're delighted to have you with us, and we ap-
preciate so much your service. Maybe you could start us off.

STATEMENT OF HON. CLAUDE M. BOLTON, JR., ASSISTANT
SECRETARY OF THE ARMY FOR ACQUISITION, LOGISTICS,
AND TECHNOLOGY

Mr. BOLTON. Good afternoon. Thank you, Chairman Sessions,
Senator Lieberman, and distinguished members of the Airland
Subcommittee, for this opportunity to discuss Army transformation.
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steadfast support.

I respectfully request that my written statements be made a part

of the record for today’s hearing.
Senator SESSIONS. We will do that. Thank you very much.

Mr. BoLTON. In the interest of time, I will truncate my opening
comments. I believe you have perhaps four charts to address one
of the statements in your opening comments, both the chairman

and Senator Lieberman.
[The information referred to follows:]
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Senator SESSIONS. I'm not sure I have that.

Mr. BoLTON. Then I'll just talk to it.

We went across the berm just under a year ago in Iraq. The
Army soldiers did an outstanding job, as did the other Services. We
got to Baghdad in record time and concluded that phase of the op-
eration. We then took our soldiers out of Abrams; we took them out
of Bradleys, and we started the stabilization operation and put
them into HMMWYVs. The enemy adapted to that, and our soldiers
increasingly came in harm’s way from improvised explosive devices
(IEDs) and from other weapons. We responded to that first with
the small arms protection inserts (SAPI) plates. These are the in-
serts that go into the flak vests, and I will tell, just over a year
ago we were producing about 2,000 sets per month. Today, we are
producing 25,000 sets per month. There are 163,000-plus sets in
country. By this time next week, everyone in Iraq and Afghanistan
will have those vests and the SAPI plates. We will continue that,
looking toward a goal of 840,000 sets.

Now, that’s a testament to how rapidly we can turn things
around, but, more importantly, our industrial base, because when
we were at 2,000, we were looking at basically two contractors.
Today, we have six contractors. If we look at HMMWVs, when we
took our troops out of the Bradleys and Abrams and put them into
HMMWYVs. Those HMMW Vs were not designed for the IEDs we en-
countered during the stabilization operation. Today, we have
ramped up to 170 vehicles per month. These are new HMMWVs,
armored HMMWVs. By May, we will be at 220. By July, we will
have the total of uparmored HMMWVs of 4,149 vehicles. By this
October, all of those will be over there to marry up with vehicles
we have gotten from other places around the world. We will keep
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that production as we go toward 5,000 vehicles. Once again, a tes-
tament to industry, that when we started this over a year ago, we
were producing somewhere on the order of 20 to 30 vehicles a
month; now we're up to 220 in the month of May. That’s a testa-
ment, also, to how rapidly we can turn things around.

Now, who’s doing this? A workforce that I'm very proud to lead
and to represent—a workforce of 1,600 military, some of whom are
in-theater today, working with the combatants to understand what
they need and to provide that to them in as little as 72 hours—
not months, not year, but hours—and also providing to soldiers
equipment that they need, that they said they needed. If you have
been over there, you see we now have arm pads, knee pads, and
different sights for night vision and for the gun. We did 27,000 last
year, we'll do 120,000 this year, and we’ll continue that operation.

That workforce has been reduced over the last 10 years, and cer-
tainly since the fall of the Soviet Union, by nearly 50 percent; 1,600
military, 50,000 civilians are left today. Over the next 2 years, half
the civilians are eligible to retire. Needless to say, that causes me
some concern, and we’re starting to work that.

Let me close this and turn the mike over to General Casey by
saying the following. In 1971, a new lieutenant, who was in a war
called Vietnam was flying in the Air Force, the best aircraft they
had available, called the F—4. He went into that war well-trained
and well-led. He left that war a little wiser, having lost seven of
his colleagues, to include his boss. He realized, at that time, that
while he had the best training and the best leadership, he did not
have the world’s best aircraft. He dedicated the rest of his time,
from that point to today, to ensuring that every warrior had the
equipment that he or she needed to be the world’s number one.
That lieutenant sits before you today, trying to realize the dream
of making sure that our soldiers are, indeed, the best-equipped, the
best-led, the best-motivated. I can tell you, for sure, they have all
of that, and we’re working day and night to make sure that hap-
pens.

On behalf of those men and women, I thank you and all the com-
mittee members, for your steadfast support. These charts here, on
the SAPI plates and up-armored HMMWYVs—your support in pass-
ing the fiscal year 2004 supplemental did that. It saved lives, and
I thank you very much.

Let me turn the mike over now to our Vice Chief of Staff, Gen-
eral Casey.

[The prepared statement of Secretary Bolton follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT BY HON. CLAUDE M. BOLTON, JR.
INTRODUCTION

Mr. Chairman and distinguished members of the subcommittee, thank you for
this opportunity to report to you on Army transformation. It is my privilege to rep-
resent the Army leadership, the military and civilian members of the Army acquisi-
tion workforce, and the soldiers who rely on us to provide them with world-class
weapon systems and equipment so they can successfully accomplish any mission at
anytime, anywhere in the world.

This is a time of tremendous change, and we are most grateful for your wisdom,
guidance, and strong support. Over the last year, our Army has met the demands
of the global war on terrorism, with more than 330,000 troops deployed around the
world in more than 120 countries. Our Army was instrumental in the defeat of Sad-
dam Hussein and the subsequent liberation of more than 46 million people from op-
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pression and despair. Our Army remains a central and critical participant in Oper-
ation Iraqi Freedom and Operation Enduring Freedom in Afghanistan. Although
these and other operations have stressed the force, our soldiers have responded
magnificently.

We are most grateful, too, for your continued support of our Army’s trans-
formation. The goals of Army transformation are to provide relevant and ready
forces that are organized, trained, and equipped for full spectrum joint, interagency,
and multi-national operations and to support future force development. Our future
force is the operational force the Army continuously seeks to become—a strategically
responsive, networked, precision, capabilities-based, maneuver force that is domi-
nant across the range of military operations envisioned for the future global security
environment.

The primary goal of Army transformation is moving from the capabilities of the
current force into the future with the development of the future force. Optimized
for strategic versatility, this lighter, more agile force will dominate land operations
and greatly expand the options available to the Joint Force. Developments in tech-
nology and our pursuit of network-centric warfare will allow the Army to break our
ties with the Cold War formations that relied on the principle of mass and the build-
up of large forces. We will possess unprecedented situational awareness that will
enable Army formations to maneuver with greater precision and dispersion. We will
know where the enemy is and where our own people are, and we will be able to
impose our will on the enemy at the time and place of our choosing. As the Army
develops the future force, it simultaneously is accelerating select future doctrine, or-
ganization, training, materiel, leadership, personnel, and facilities capabilities into
our current force. This process will be fundamental to our success in enhancing the
relevance and readiness of our Army and prosecuting the global war on terrorism.
Similarly, the operational experience of our current force influences the development
of future force capabilities.

BALANCING CURRENT AND FUTURE READINESS

Balancing risk between current and future readiness remains a critical part of our
Army’s transformation process and one that requires continual assessment to ensure
that plans and programs are aligned with overall requirements. Without question,
the issue of current operational readiness is our Army’s highest priority. During the
last several years, our Army decided to accept a reasonable degree of risk to the
readiness of our current force to permit investment in capabilities for our future
force. This risk came in the form of reductions in and limitations to modernization
and recapitalization programs. As part of the past four budget submissions, our
Army made difficult choices to cancel and restructure programs, shifting resources
to the development of transformational capabilities. Some of these investments have
already produced results; for example, the new Stryker Brigade Combat Team
(SBCT) formations now being fielded, the first of which is currently deployed on the
battlefield in Iraq. Others are helping to develop emerging technologies and capa-
bilities that will be applied to our force throughout the coming decade.

PROGRAMS

Stryker

While at war, the urgency to accelerate the development and fielding of new and
enhanced capabilities to our fighting forces in the field has never been greater. The
rapid fielding of the Stryker vehicle demonstrates our Army’s ability to meet a com-
batant commander’s urgent needs.

In 2003, our Army deployed our first SBCT, the 3rd Brigade, 2nd Infantry Divi-
sion, to Operation Iraqi Freedom, delivering its enhanced capabilities to the Joint
Force in record time: 4 years from broad concept to deployment. Exceptional support
from Congress and the Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD), along with close
collaboration between the Army and industry made this achievement possible.

Stryker brigades are our Army’s first truly network-centric force, filling the capa-
bility gap between light- and heavy-force units with an infantry-rich, mobile force
that is strategically responsive, tactically agile, and lethal. Improved battlespace
awareness and battle-command technologies embedded in our SBCTs enhance com-
bat effectiveness and survivability by integrating data from manned and unmanned
air and ground-base sensors and providing real-time, continuous situational under-
standing.

This spring, our second SBCT at Fort Lewis, Washington, will become operational.
Our third SBCT, in Alaska, will be available in 2005. Continued support from Con-
gress and OSD will ensure that subsequent brigades in Hawaii, Louisiana, and
Pennsylvania are fielded between 2004 and 2008.
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Army Aviation Modernization

A comprehensive review of Army programs has led to several strategic decisions
regarding Army aviation. Because of lessons learned and experiences gained by the
Army’s recent 2% years of combat in the global war on terrorism, as well as the
operational environments envisioned in the foreseeable future, it is clear that the
Army must provide the most effective survivability enhancements to our rotary and
fixed-wing aircraft as soon as possible. We must upgrade, modernize, and rebuild
our attack, utility, and cargo helicopter fleets, and replace our light observation and
scout/attack helicopters as rapidly as possible.

With the termination of the Comanche RAH-66 helicopter program and the re-
sources for 121 Comanche aircraft reallocated (through fiscal year 2011), our plans
are to restructure and revitalize Army aviation to meet current and future needs.
The Army plans to accelerate air crew protection and Aircraft Survivability Equip-
ment (ASE) fielding initiatives to meet the evolving threat and provide every air-
craft with the best possible equipment; modernize 1,400 aircraft to extend aviation
capabilities beyond 2020; acquire nearly 800 new aircraft to build modular active
and Reserve component aviation formations; accelerate the unmanned aerial vehicle
program to extend battlefield awareness and strengthen manned-unmanned
teaming; transform Reserve and National Guard aviation; and leverage the tech-
nology base and knowledge gained through the Comanche program for new joint
aviation initiatives. The net result of this reallocation will be the new procurement,
upgrade, recapitalization, or modernization of more than 70 percent of the rotary
winged fleet.

Unmanned Aerial Vehicles (UAVs)

The Army is the first service to successfully pass initial operational test and eval-
uation with a UAV system. That system, the Shadow Tactical UAV, went from pro-
gram initiation to a full-rate production decision in just 33 months. We now have
four systems superbly supporting ground forces in Operation Iraqi Freedom that
have flown more than 4,000 mission hours in theater. Twelve systems are fielded
with 8 to operational units and 4 to the training base and an additional 12 will be
fielded in fiscal year 2004. Ground commanders consider these essential for their
Brigade Combat Teams to provide on-call and responsive surveillance, force protec-
tion, and reconnaissance. Hunter is our interim extended-range/multi-purpose UAV
that supports the Division/Corps. Finally, Raven is a small UAV that weighs just
four pounds and is easily transportable in a HMMWYV. It currently supports ground
forces in Operation Enduring Freedom where terrain considerations and small unit
needs dictate this type of responsive lightweight small UAV. The Army is procuring
185 of these systems in fiscal year 2004 and equipping small units in Iraq and Af-
ghanistan over the next several months—an excellent example of responsive acquisi-
tion and rapid equipping.

PATRIOT/MEADS

Patriot is the only fielded U.S. system capable of defeating Tactical Ballistic Mis-
siles (TBMs). The Army strongly supports continued fielding of the Patriot Ad-
vanced Capability-3 upgrade to our soldiers. The Medium Extended Air Defense
System (MEADS) is a cooperative program with Germany and Italy and is a ground-
based terminal defense program. MEADS is intended to be a highly mobile,
tactically deployable system to protect the maneuver force from short and medium
range ballistic missiles, cruise missiles, and other air breathing threats. Beginning
in fiscal year 2004, the Patriot and MEADS programs were combined to efficiently
utilize the resources available to both programs.

Munitions

A key block in the foundation of our Army’s capability is the mix of munitions
needed to provide overmatch and dominant land operations against hostile forces.
From bullets to grenades, artillery rounds to missiles, from precision point target
to area suppression, our charge is to provide a mix of munitions across Army, Joint,
and International Forces that address training needs, the multiple targets and the
myriad of environmental conditions faced by our soldiers. The Army is the single
manager for conventional ammunition across the Services and has numerous joint
and international munitions programs (Joint Common Missile, Excalibur, Guided
Multiple Launch Rocket System) in development. Managing the health of current
stockpiles while planning for their replacement is essential for the success of current
and future forces.
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3rd Armored Cavalry Regiment Modernization (3ACR)

The Army will continue recapitalization and upgrade of the Abrams Main Battle
Tank and the Bradley Fighting Vehicle in support of 3ACR modernization. This ef-
fort will provide BACR with an embedded digital capability commensurate to the 1st
Cavalry Division and 4th Infantry Division with fielding projected for fiscal year
2006.

Future Capabilities

Our Army plans to field a number of systems this decade that will provide a foun-
dation for the transformation of our current force capabilities into those needed by
our future force. Once fielded, these systems will perform as an interdependent sys-
tem of systems that will significantly enhance joint warfighting capabilities. The fol-
lowing are some of the key transformational systems that our Army will begin to
field during the next 6 years.

The Network

The situational dominance of our future force will depend upon a comprehensive,
ever-present, and joint-interoperable command, control, communications, computers,
intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance (C4ISR) architecture that will enable
the Joint Force Commander to conduct fully interdependent and network-centric
warfare. This network will provide the backbone of our future force and the future
Joint Force, enabling the maneuver commander to effectively coordinate battlefield
effects. Some of the more important systems within the network include the follow-
ing:

e Warfighter Information Network—Tactical (WIN-T). WIN-T will be the
communications network of our future force, optimized for offensive and
joint operations, while providing the combatant commander the capability
to perform multiple missions simultaneously.

e Joint Tactical Radio System (JTRS). JTRS is a family of common, soft-
ware-defined programmable radios that will become our Army’s primary
tactical radio for mobile communications.

e Distributed Common Ground System-Army (DCGS-A). DCGS-A is the
Army component of the future Department of Defense (DOD) integrated,
ground-based, ISR processing architecture composed of common hardware
and software components enabling joint, net-centric operations.

e Aerial Common Sensor (ACS). This ISR system and platform will use ro-
bust sensor-to-shooter and links (such as DCGS-A ground stations) to pro-
vide commanders at every echelon the tailored, multi-sensor intelligence re-
quired for joint operations.

Future Combat Systems

The materiel core of our future force’s maneuver unit of action (UA) is the Future
Combat Systems (FCS), comprised of a C4ISR network and 18 manned and un-
manned systems that are centered around the soldier. FCS will provide our soldiers
greatly enhanced situational awareness, enabling them to see first, understand first,
act first, and finish decisively. FCS will operate as a system of systems that will
network existing systems, systems already under development, and next systems to
be developed to meet the needs of the FCS-equipped UA. The network will enable
improved intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance, enhanced analytical tools,
joint exchange of blue and red force tracking down to the tactical level, battle com-
mand, real time sensor-shooter linkages, and increased synergy between echelons
and within small units. FCS will be capable of generating networked lethal and non-
lethal effects that achieve overmatch integrated with other Army, joint, national,
and multi-national assets to bring those capabilities to the small unit level. In May
2003, FCS moved on schedule into the systems development and demonstration
phase. Our Army is aggressively managing our FCS development effort and intends
to achieve initial operational capability by the end of the decade.

Army Science And Technology

The Army Science and Technology (S&T) program provides our Army superiority
in both human and materiel systems arenas—preventing technological surprise. The
Army S&T program retains a dynamic portfolio of investments that are responsive
to warfighter needs today and into the future. The priority for Army S&T is to pur-
sue paradigm-shifting technologies that can alter the nature of the military competi-
tion to our advantage in the future and, where feasible, to exploit opportunities to
accelerate the transition of proven technology to our current force.

The Army S&T program exploits technology developments from the other Serv-
ices, defense agencies, and commercial industry as well as international commu-
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nities. The S&T program focuses on technology relevant to our Army and joint capa-
bilities. It synchronizes operational concepts development and acquisition programs
through transformational business practices that speed technology fielding to the
soldier. The Army’s S&T program is balanced to satisfy the high payoff needs of the
guture force while seeking rapid transitions for critical capabilities to our current
orce.

Accelerated Acquisition And Fielding

We have adapted and continue to improve our acquisition and fielding processes.
In 2002, as soldiers reported equipment shortages in Afghanistan and elsewhere, we
implemented the Rapid Fielding Initiative (RFI) to ensure that all of our troops de-
ploy with the latest available equipment. Equipment fielding schedules were revised
to support unit rotation plans, and procurement and fielding cycles were radically
compressed.

In coordination with field commanders and our soldiers, a list of more than 40
mission-essential items, including the Advanced Combat Helmet, close-combat op-
tics, Global Positioning System receivers, soldier intercoms and hydration systems,
were identified for rapid fielding. Laying the foundation for acquisition trans-
formation, RFI already has equipped nine Brigade Combat Teams (BCTs). In fiscal
year 2004, RFI will upgrade a minimum of 11 BCTs and 6 enhanced separate bri-
gades serving in Iraq and Afghanistan. Additionally, we are accelerating fielding of
select future capabilities to our current force. These items include thermal weapon
sights, enhanced night vision goggles, Interceptor Body Armor, the Future Combat
Rifle, and a new sniper rifle. It is the strong support of Congress that enables our
Army to put this improved equipment in the hands of our soldiers.

Support from Congress has also enabled our Army to institute a Rapid Equipping
Force (REF) initiative to work directly with operational commanders and find solu-
tions to operational requirements. These solutions may be off-the-shelf or near-term
developmental items that can be made available quickly. For example, REF estab-
lished a coordinated effort to supply our forces with immediate solutions to counter
Improvised Explosive Device (IED) threats. Currently, IED teams are on location
providing expertise and materiel solutions to safeguard our soldiers. We are acting
aggressively to improve the armor protection of our armored and light-skinned vehi-
cles. Other examples of REF products are the Well-Cam and PackBots. The Well-
Cam is a camera, attached to an ethernet cable and a laptop, that enables soldiers
in theater to search wells for weapons caches. PackBots are operational robots used
to clear caves, buildings, and compounds so soldiers are not put in harm’s way un-
necessarily.

RFI and REF provide timely support to our relevant and ready forces and to com-
batant commanders, and facilitate Army transformation.

Chemical Demilitarization

The United States remains the world’s leader in safely destroying stockpiled
chemical weapons covered by the Chemical Weapons Convention. Late last year, we
completed a significant task with the closing of the chemical weapons destruction
facility at Johnston Atoll in the Pacific. Over the last decade, we successfully de-
stroyed 4 million pounds of nerve and blister agents configured in more than
412,000 individual items without any serious workplace incidents or releases to the
environment. Today, we continue to destroy these aging, outdated weapons at three
additional stockpile sites: Tooele, Utah; Anniston, Alabama; and Aberdeen, Mary-
land. The Anniston incineration facility just came on line in August of last year, and
it has already successfully and safely destroyed more than 19,000 individual muni-
tions. We are implementing state-of-the-art destruction technologies at each site,
and we are proud of our record in maintaining the highest caliber of workplace safe-
ty and environmental protection as we continue with our mission at these sites.

Within this calendar year, we will have three more operational facilities, one each
in Umatilla, Oregon; Pine Bluff, Arkansas; and Newport, Indiana. This means that
by the end of the year, the chemical demilitarization program will have six oper-
ational facilities located across four time zones. We will have four incinerators and
two neutralization plants operating, and thousands of employees working around
the clock, to eliminate the risks posed to the communities by the continued storage
of these weapons.

In addition, the non-stockpile program has made significant progress in destroy-
ing recovered chemical weapons that are not part of the national stockpile. In fact,
the non-stockpile program recently announced that it has destroyed more than 80
percent of the former production facilities, all of the class III items and is making
significant progress against other non-stockpile materiel. The program has designed
and implemented new transportable technologies that allow the Army to analyze re-
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covered munitions without opening or disturbing them, as well as transportable
treatment systems that allow on-site destruction of chemical agent, eliminating the
need to transport agent-filled weapons to another facility. These new technologies
greatly enhance the Army’s ability to respond to new discoveries of chemical muni-
tions.

Our challenge this year is to ensure that we maintain vigilance in protecting
worker and community safety, and that we protect the environment at each stock-
pile and non-stockpile site. This challenge will be unprecedented, given the scope
of activities that will be ongoing each day for the next few years at sites across the
country, but I am confident that our program team will meet these challenges as
they have every day since this program began.

The U.S. Army is the only organization in the world that has successfully de-
stroyed so many, and such a variety of, chemical weapons, and has demonstrated
that it can do so safely. We intend to continue to lead the world in the development
and use of state-of-the-art technologies to eliminate the threats posed by chemical
weapons.

COALITION PROVISIONAL AUTHORITY

On May 21, 2003, the Deputy Secretary of Defense designated the Secretary of
the Army as the Executive Agent for the Office of Reconstruction and Humanitarian
Assistance, later to become the Coalition Provisional Authority (CPA) in Iraq. On
January 14, 2004, the Deputy Secretary of Defense further assigned responsibility
for Acquisition and Program Management Support for CPA to the Secretary of the
Army. The Army is the lead Service, helping the Iraqi people build a stable and
democratic country.

Contracting Support

The Army, as executive agent, provides contracting and program management
support both in Iraq and in the United States. We are charged with procuring all
non-construction items and services to meet the humanitarian needs—the basic
needs—of the Iraqi people as well as the economic reconstruction and repair of
Iraq’s infrastructure. To date in total, more than 1,500 contracts valued at more
than $9.7 billion have been awarded. Of that total, more than 1,300 contracts total-
ing $1.3 billion have been awarded by our contracting office in Iraq. These contracts
were awarded for the repair and renovation of schools, banks, railway stations, clin-
ics, mosques, and water treatment plants. These contracts were awarded to provide
police and fire fighters with uniforms and equipment; hospitals with badly needed
supplies; electrical power system equipment; rescue equipment; and buses. In addi-
tion, our contract awards are helping to build playgrounds, youth centers, emer-
gency housing, and roads, sewer, and irrigation systems.

Again, of the overall total of over $9.7 billion, contracts awarded within the
United States total $2.5 billion for more than 200 contracts for restoring Iraqi oil;
shutting down and repairing oil wells; fire fighting; explosive ordnance demolition;
restoring Iraqi electricity; radio installation throughout Iraq; laptops; and emer-
gency medical personnel in each of Iraq’s 18 governorates.

On January 6, 2004, the Army released seven design/build construction solicita-
tions. Proposals were received in February and are under evaluation. These 7 solici-
tations will result in 10 contracts in support of electrical, public works and water,
water resources, transportation, communications, and security projects. Contracts
will be awarded using best value evaluation methodology based on technical, man-
agement, past performance, and cost factors.

Program Management Office

Led by Admiral (Retired) David Nash, the Program Management Office (PMO) for
rebuilding Iraq is located in Baghdad with a support office located in the Pentagon.
As the requirement focal point for all Iraqi reconstruction contracting, the PMO is
responsible for oversight and implementation of the $18.4 billion appropriated by
the U.S. Congress to support the reconstruction of Iraq’s infrastructure. The con-
struction sectors are oil, electricity, public works and water, security and justice,
transportation and communications, and buildings, education, and health.

Overall, $12.6 billion will be spent towards actual construction over the next few
years, and $5.8 billion will be spent on providing equipment, supplies and material
to help support the construction. Computers are needed to monitor and control elec-
trical and water systems; vehicles are needed to transport materials or to support
system maintenance; uniforms and supplies are needed to support the police and
civil defense corps; and supplies are needed to support schools.
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PEOPLE

The Army Acquisition Corps (AAC) is dedicated to supporting the warfighter with
world-class capabilities. We provide professional development and unsurpassed edu-
cation, training and acquisition experiences to our acquisition, logistics, and tech-
nology workforce that will support the fight, improve the force, and build the future.

With over a decade of downsizing activities and the anticipated retirements of 25
percent (eligible to retire based on 55 years of age and 10 years of service) or more
of Army acquisition workforce personnel in the next 5 to 10 years, human capital
strategic planning for the Army acquisition, logistics, and technology workforce is
critical in order to proactively plan for the future acquisition workforce. Loss or di-
minishment of this highly skilled acquisition workforce will seriously impact
warfighting capability and readiness unless dramatic steps are taken. The Army is
using its human capital strategic planning process to define the current acquisition
workforce, the required future acquisition workforce, and identify the actions that
we need to take to make sure we have the right acquisition professionals where and
when we need them in the future. Such planning will allow us to look at how many
people we need with various technical skills and allow the leadership to prioritize
needs based on our fiscal constraints. We have implemented process improvements
that enhance productivity and facilitate transformation efforts and we continue to
pursue acquisition excellence to make further productivity gains.

The Army acquisition community has partnered with DOD to develop aggressive
marketing and recruiting strategies to attract and retain private sector talent to re-
place retiring workforce personnel and reinvigorate the current acquisition work-
force to ensure that vital defense systems are developed and maintained. Within the
Army, senior leaders have been given the authority to approve recruitment bonuses,
relocation expenses, and retention allowances; authority to approve repayment of
student loans; authority to approve advanced-in-hire rates; and authority to direct
hire for certain civilian occupational series/grades. These authorities should assist
Army supervisors/managers in addressing the potential talent loss. In addition, we
are hiring recent college graduates, as well as qualified retired members of the
Armed Forces in an effort to solve this situation.

The Army’s acquisition, logistics, and technology workforce is a critical resource
that requires unique education, training, and experience in order to perform vital
acquisition functions. Acquisition personnel perform highly technical and specialized
work in areas such as engineering, contracting, and logistics—skills essential for ul-
timate success on the battlefield.

The AAC is launching its own transformation effort after 13 years of initial devel-
opment and acquisition mission execution. Transformation of the AAC is embedded
within the Army’s transformation in order to enable the AAC to conduct its mission.
The AAC will align and horizontally integrate its transformation with the overall
Army Campaign Plan; establish an Army acquisition core capability that develops,
tests, fields, buys, inserts, and supports materiel and service solutions across full
spectrum military operations, from all out war to defense of the homeland. Addition-
ally, the AAC will develop flexible acquisition officers and civilian leaders that pos-
sess a diverse and well-rounded background in the supporting functions and phases
of acquisition who are prepared to lead any complex, multi-functional acquisition
command, agency, organization, or team.

The acquisition workforce is responding with great enthusiasm to our ongoing
overseas operations. Currently, there are more than 680 individuals from our Pro-
gram Executive Offices who valiantly serve our Nation in Southwest Asia. Of that
number, roughly 300 members of the acquisition workforce—military, civilian, and
contractors—are serving in Iraq.

PRODUCTION

The industrial base has responded magnificently to meet urgent needs in our on-
going operations in Iraq and Afghanistan. Providing body armor for our soldiers has
been a great illustration of government challenging industry and industry respond-
ing superbly. Over the past year, industrial capacity for individual body armor has
expanded 14-fold. From the production of raw materials through the industrial proc-
ess to the fielding to soldiers, industry has stepped-up unwaveringly to the chal-
lenge, giving our soldiers life saving, bullet-stopping capability for the first time on
the battlefield.

The other exceptional example of industrial response has been in adding armor
to our tactical vehicles. As with body armor, we learned that the threat to rear eche-
lon and patrolling soldiers was potentially lethal. We immediately began ramping
up production of the more heavily armored HMMWYVs and adding armor to the
fielded vehicles. Our arsenals and depots have been key in our ability to respond
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to this threat. With two steel mills in Ohio producing armor steel plates and the
Army’s arsenals and depots making kits, we expect to have all HMMWVs in country
improved with better plate steel armor protection by the end of July. This response
by the industrial base workforce is truly remarkable.

RFI, as mentioned previously, is another excellent example of industry’s commit-
ment to the soldier at war. In Iraq, we see the enemy evolving in its response to
our efforts to maintain peace. The enemy is becoming more sophisticated in its at-
tacks. Beginning with truck bombs and suicide bombers, we now see remotely con-
trolled mines and well planned assaults. Industry is playing a key role here in the
rapid fielding of countermeasures to keep up—and keep ahead of a very determined
enemy. Because of RFI, we equip soldiers wherever and whenever necessary, provid-
ing improved force protection, mobility, situational awareness, and lethality.

Over the last 3 years, we have tripled the output of small caliber ammunition.
We boosted production from 350,000 rounds per year to 1.2 billion rounds, almost
all of it coming from the government-owned, contractor-operated plant in Missouri,
the Lake City Army Ammunition Plant. We recently awarded contracts to Olin Cor-
poration and to Israeli Military Industries, and we plan to expand the production
capacity at Lake City. The increased consumption of ammunition, is a result of the
Army’s decision to better train all soldiers in marksmanship. Industry’s response
has once again been exceptional.

The health of the defense industrial base is key to the Army’s ability to continue
to provide innovative technology and technologically excellent systems and equip-
ment. Production is primarily dependent on the privately-owned network of prime
contractors and subcontractors. The Army also retains a small number of arsenals
and ammunition plants.

In the future, the weapon systems and equipment that we buy must respond to
the evolving threats. We, along with our industry partners, must be agile enough
to anticipate requirements and expedite contracting and fielding. In addition, we
must take advantage of lessons learned and adjust the entire process to correct mis-
takes or materiel weaknesses.

CONCLUSION

The real winner in our successful acquisition and sustainment of weapon systems
and equipment is the soldier. We serve the soldier. The most technologically ad-
vanced platforms are useless without the intellect, dedication, and remarkable sense
of duty of the American soldier. The soldier remains the centerpiece of our combat
systems and formations and is indispensable to the Joint Team. Adaptive, confident,
and competent soldiers, infused with the Army’s values and warrior culture, fight
wars and win the peace. Working with Congress, we will keep the Army ready to
meet today’s challenges and continue to make significant strides toward the fielding
of our future force.

Senator SESSIONS. Thank you, Secretary Bolton.

General Casey, Vice Chief of Staff of the Army, we are so proud
of your service, and that of General Schoomaker, and the vision
you have and the determination you have to make our Army sec-
ond to none, as it already is, and make it even better.

Secretary Bolton, thank you for your comments and your per-
sonal observations. We have a high obligation and responsibility to
produce, for the people that go into harm’s way, the very best.
We've got to be proud of what we’ve accomplished in Afghanistan
and Iraq, for example, in such a short period of time, but we know
the enemy will adapt, and we have to continue to adapt. Your re-
marks were right on target.

General Casey.

STATEMENT OF GEN GEORGE W. CASEY, JR., USA, VICE CHIEF
OF STAFF, UNITED STATES ARMY

General CASEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, Senator Lieberman,
Senator Dole. I appreciate the opportunity to appear before you
today to discuss the Army’s transformation, which, as you right-
fully put, Mr. Chairman, is really about making the best Army in
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the world better and even more capable for their challenges of the
latter half of the 21st century.

I would like to talk to you today about our plans to meet our cur-
rent worldwide commitments while we simultaneously transform to
a more agile, versatile joint and expeditionary force. But I would
like to start, though, by thanking the committee for their continued
support of the men and women in uniform and our great civilians,
who make up the Army, and for your continued support of Army
transformation.

What I will try to do here is to focus and try to give you a little
context to put what Secretary Bolton talked about and what Mark
will talk about here, to give you a context to put that in.

Senator Dole already mentioned the 320,000 soldiers deployed
around the world in 120 countries, so we're actively engaged in
meeting our Nation’s operational requirements. The vast majority
of these troops are in the Central Command (CENTCOM) area of
operations, and engaged in combat operations. Currently, we have
the equivalent of eight Army divisions either deploying to or re-
turning from their missions. This is the largest movement of forces
since the end of World War II. Couple that with the mobilization
of over 150,000 combat-ready National Guard and Army Reserve
soldiers, and you can see that this is really an unprecedented time
Kl our Army’s history. Today is not business as usual for your

rmy.

Now, with all of this operational activity, it may not seem like
the best time to undertake fundamental change across the Army,
but we think it is just the opposite. It is an opportunity that we
can’t pass up. We've looked at our commitments and have high-
lighted the stressors on our forces, and we've embarked on a series
of near-term initiatives to do three things: first, to reduce the
stressors on the force; second, to improve our capabilities; and
third, as I mentioned, to transform into a more versatile, agile joint
and expeditionary force in this decade. We intend to do that while
remaining focused on our long-term goal of a strategically respon-
sive, networked-capabilities-based, precision-maneuver force that is
dominant across the spectrum of combat. What we’re doing now,
we intend to set us up for the future force that we've already
talked to you about in the past.

Now, let me just talk for a moment on some of our near-term ini-
tiatives. First of all, we’re balancing the capabilities between our
Active and Reserve Forces. We will remove about 100,000 forces.
Second, we’re reorganizing our combat formations, Mr. Chairman,
into modular brigade-based formations to make them more self-suf-
ficient and to facilitate force packaging. We intend to increase the
number of active brigades from 33 to 43 by fiscal year 2007, and
to convert our 34 National Guard brigades to modular formations.
This process has already begun down at Fort Stewart, Georgia,
with the 3rd Infantry Division (ID). To do this, the President and
Secretary of Defense have approved our request to grow the Army
by 30,000 beyond its statutory end strength, under the authority
of title 10, section 123(a). We ask for your support in doing this.
Third, we’re initiating a force-stabilization program that will in-
crease unit readiness, reduce personnel turbulence, and make life
more predictable for our soldiers, units, and families. Under this
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program, units will form, train, and stay together for about 3 years,
enhancing unit cohesion and, thereby, unit effectiveness. Soldiers
will be assigned to installations for 6 to 7 years, instead of the nor-
mal three that we see now. This will improve their predictability
and allow them to grow some roots in the community. So rebal-
ancing, modularization, and force stabilization will yield an Army
that has the right capability to respond rapidly and decisively to
future challenges in this decade, while facilitating our transition to
a future force embodied in the FCS.

We continue to work hard to balance the current and the future
that you talked about, Senator Lieberman. Our short-term mod-
ernization efforts continue and are bearing fruit, as evidenced by
the recent fielding and deployment to Iraq of our Stryker brigade,
which went from concept on paper to combat in about 4 years,
which is a great testament to your all’s support over here. We have
also, as Secretary Bolton mentioned, made significant improve-
ments in our acquisition and fielding processes to get the best
equipment possible in the hands of our soldiers as quickly as pos-
sible.

We'll continue to tackle the tough choices, such as cancelling the
Comanche program, again, that Senator Lieberman mentioned. I
would say that we need your support to use those Comanche re-
sources to fix Army aviation.

The fiscal year 2005 budget request will enable us to provide the
combatant commanders with the requisite land-power capabilities
to prosecute the global war on terror, to facilitate homeland de-
fense, and to meet our other worldwide commitments. It covers our
transformation program, base operations, and 15 critical recapital-
ization systems. It does not address the ongoing missions in Iraq
and Afghanistan nor the recovery from those missions.

Your support of this budget and the war-related costs of our on-
going operations is critical if our units are to continue their re-
markable performance and be ready for future contingencies.

Thank you very much for your time. I look forward to taking
your questions.

[The prepared statement of General Casey follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT BY GEN GEORGE W. CASEY, JRr., USA
INTRODUCTION

Chairman Sessions, Senator Lieberman, members of the subcommittee—I appre-
ciate the opportunity to appear before you to discuss the Army’s transformation and
our plans to meet current worldwide commitments, while we simultaneously trans-
form to a more flexible, capable, joint and expeditionary force.

I thank the members of the committee for their continued outstanding support to
the men and women in uniform who make up our great Army. Your concern, reso-
lute action, and deep commitment to America’s sons and daughters are widely recog-
nized throughout the ranks of our Service.

We are also grateful for your continued support of the Army’s transformation. The
goals of Army transformation are to provide relevant and ready future forces that
are organized, trained, and equipped for full spectrum joint, interagency, and multi-
national operations. Our future force is the operational force the Army continuously
seeks to become—a strategically responsive, networked, capabilities-based, preci-
sion, maneuver force that is dominant across the range of military operations envi-
sioned for the future global security environment.
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CURRENT POSTURE

With over 320,000 soldiers deployed in 120 countries worldwide, the Army re-
mains actively engaged in support of the Nation’s operational requirements. Ap-
proximately 165,000 of our soldiers are overseas on 12-month, unaccompanied tours,
and the vast majority of these troops are engaged in combat operations in the U.S.
Central Command Area of Operations. Currently, the equivalent of eight Army divi-
sions is either deploying to or redeploying from our overseas missions, including Op-
erations Iraqi Freedom and Enduring Freedom in Southwest Asia, the Stabilization
Force and Kosovo Force in the Balkans, and the Multinational Force and Observers
mission in the Sinai. This constitutes the largest movement of U.S. forces since
World War II. Couple that with the mobilization of more than 150,000 combat-ready
National Guard and Army Reserve soldiers, and you can see that this is an unprece-
dented moment in the Army’s history.

The Army is the dominant land campaign force for our combatant commanders.
Our centerpiece is the American soldier. Today, these great soldiers are performing
extraordinarily well in tough combat and stability operations around the world.
They understand their missions and willingly undertake their roles with pride and
determination. They make a difference every day.

THE ONE ARMY CONCEPT

Side by side, the active component, Army National Guard and Army Reserve have
proven that they are a combat-capable and ready team. Our Reserve components
have shared a substantial portion of the Army’s mission since September 11, 2001.
((i)ur successes would not have been possible without our Reserve component sol-

iers.

Currently, we are in the process of deploying three more enhanced Separate Bri-
gades: the 39th Infantry Brigade from the Arkansas National Guard with the 1st
Cavalry Division; the 30th Infantry Brigade from the North Carolina National
Guard with the 1st Infantry Division; and the 81st Infantry Brigade from the Wash-
ington National Guard to Coalition Joint Task Force-7 (CJTF-7), and large numbers
of combat support and combat service support soldiers from across the country.
These units are well-equipped, well-trained, and well-prepared for their missions.

THE ARMY’S CORE COMPETENCIES

As the Army fights the global war on terrorism and remains committed to trans-
forming, we are focused on two core competencies: (1) training and equipping sol-
diers and growing leaders; and (2) providing relevant and ready land power to com-
batant commanders as part of the Joint Team. It is clear that the Army must be
an agile and capable force with a joint and expeditionary mindset. We must be ver-
satile, strategically deployable, and prepared for decisive operations whenever and
wherever required. We must be lethal and fully interoperable with other compo-
nents and our allies, as well as flexible, informed, proactive, responsive, and totally
integrated into the joint, interagency, and multi-national context. Our management
and support processes must reflect and support these same characteristics.

MITIGATING STRATEGIC RISK THROUGH INCREASED LAND-POWER CAPABILITY

Our Nation and Army are at war. Our extensive commitments have highlighted
stresses to our forces. To mitigate risk, our Army has embarked on a series of initia-
tives. I would like to address several of these initiatives today, because it is impor-
tant to understand how the Army is transforming itself as we provide trained and
ready forces to combatant commanders.

First, we are rebalancing capabilities between our active and Reserve component
forces to improve our strategic flexibility. Second, we are reorganizing our combat
formations into modular, brigade-based formations to make them more self-suffi-
cient and to facilitate force packaging. Third, we are initiating a force stabilization
program to increase unit readiness, reduce personnel turbulence, and make life
more predictable for our soldiers, units, and families.

These efforts will yield an Army that has the right capabilities to respond rapidly
and decisively to future challenges.

REBALANCING OUR ARMY

Being an Army at war provides focus and insights as we rebalance to meet the
challenges of the emerging operational environment. We recognize that we must
provide our Nation with full-spectrum, ground combat and support capabilities that
can defeat adaptive enemies anywhere in the world.
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Our challenge is not necessarily that we have too few soldiers. Instead, it stems
from the fact that our formations, designed for the Cold War, must now meet the
requirements of the global war on terrorism and other operations, which will persist
for years to come. To meet the challenges of the future, we are rebalancing more
than 100,000 spaces in our active and Reserve components—converting them to re-
lieve the burden on the low density/high demand units, e.g., military police.

We accelerated this process after September 11, 2001, to alleviate the stress
placed on our most-needed units. In compliance with Secretary of Defense’s guid-
ance to minimize involuntary mobilizations within the first 30 days of a contin-
gency, we made further progress in 2003. We expect Army rebalancing measures to
continue with the same momentum in 2005 and beyond. Our National Guard and
Army Reserve have been, and will continue to be, integral to the planning and deci-
sionmaking process for this effort.

MODULARITY

In addition to rebalancing our forces, we are creating a brigade-based, modular
Army to enhance responsiveness and to increase our joint and expeditionary capa-
bilities. Webster’s defines modularity as “composed of standardized units for easy
construction or flexible arrangements.” Although this may seem to be an over-
simplification of what the Army is doing, it is precisely our concept.

The basic maneuver element in the modular Army will be the unit of action, simi-
lar to today’s brigade. Units of action will be flexible, self-contained, and capable
across the entire operational spectrum.

The Army intends to increase the number of active component brigades from 33
to 43 by fiscal year 2007; at that time, we will decide whether to continue the proc-
ess to achieve 48 brigades. During the same time period, Army National Guard bri-
gades will reorganize into 34 brigade-size units using the same modular design as
the active component.

The Chief of Staff has approved the initial modular design of the 3rd Infantry Di-
vision and its transformation is under way. Following rigorous training, to include
rotations through our combat training centers at Fort Polk, Louisiana; and Fort
Irwin, California; the division will be reset for potential deployment anywhere in the
world as early as the first quarter of fiscal year 2005.

FORCE STABILIZATION

The challenges associated with current operational requirements place significant
stress on our existing force structure, both active and Reserve. The approval of a
temporary end strength increase affords us the opportunity to implement permanent
initiatives aimed at mitigating that stress to the force.

The force stabilization initiative consists of two complementary policies: unit-fo-
cused stability and home basing. Under home basing, soldiers will remain at their
initial installation for 6 to 7 years—well beyond the current 3-year average. Unit-
focused stability will allow soldiers to arrive, train, and serve together for roughly
36 months, enhancing unit cohesion, training effectiveness and readiness. During
the unit’s operational cycle, soldiers can expect to complete an operational deploy-
ment rotation of 6 to 12 months. Overall, with force stabilization, units will have
more reliable training and deployment schedules, and soldiers and families will get
a greater sense of predictability.

FUTURE CAPABILITIES

Our modernization efforts continue and are bearing fruit, as evidenced by the re-
cent fielding and deployment to Iraq of our first SBCT. Our second SBCT will be-
come operational this spring, and the third in 2005. Three more SBCTs will be field-
ed through 2008.

Further, we constantly seek to achieve the right balance between the current and
the future force, even when that entails making tough choices, such as canceling the
Comanche program. Though it was a difficult decision, we believe it was unquestion-
ably the right one. By reallocating funds originally intended for Comanche the Army
can buy almost 800 new aircraft, upgrade or modernize an additional 1,400 air-
craft—modernization for almost 70 percent of our fleet—and outfit our aircraft with
the survivability equipment they need. In fiscal year 2005 alone, the Army will con-
vert 19 Apaches to the Longbow configuration, upgrade 5 Black Hawks to the UH-
60M configuration, purchase 27 new UH-60Ls; buy 4 new CH—47Fs; convert 16 ex-
isting CH-47s into F and G models; and procure 160 new, higher-power CH-47 en-
gines. In addition, our Army will start a Lightweight Utility Helicopter program,
under which we will acquire 10 new, off-the-shelf aircraft in fiscal year 2005. We
need your support to use the Comanche resources to fix Army aviation.
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Additionally, the Army plans to field a number of systems this decade that will
provide a foundation for the transformation of our current force capabilities into
those needed by our future force. Once fielded, these systems will perform as an
interdependent system of systems that will significantly enhance joint warfighting
capabilities. The following are some of the key transformational systems that our
Army will begin to field during the next 6 years.

THE NETWORK

The situational dominance of our future force will depend upon a comprehensive,
ever-present, and joint-interoperable C4ISR architecture that will enable the Joint
Force Commander to conduct fully interdependent and network-centric warfare.
This network will provide the backbone of our future force and the future Joint
Force, enabling the maneuver commander to effectively coordinate battlefield ef-
fects. Some of the more important systems within the network include the following:

o Warfighter Information Network-Tactical. WIN-T will be the communica-
tions network of our future force, optimized for offensive and joint oper-
ations, while providing the combatant commander the capability to perform
multiple missions simultaneously.

e Joint Tactical Radio System. JTRS is a family of common, software-de-
fined programmable radios that will become our Army’s primary tactical
radio for mobile communications.

e Distributed Common Ground System-Army. DCGS-A is a single, inte-
grated, ground-based, ISR processing systems composed of joint, common
hardware, and software components. It is part of the Department of De-
fense DCGS family of systems.

e Aerial Common Sensor. This ISR system and platform will use robust
sensor-to-shooter and reach links (such as DCGS-A ground stations) to pro-
vide commanders at every echelon the tailored, multi-sensor intelligence re-
quired for joint operations.

FUTURE COMBAT SYSTEMS

The core of our future force’s maneuver unit of action is FCS, comprised of 18
manned and unmanned platforms that are centered around the soldier and inte-
grated within a C4ISR network. FCS will provide our soldiers greatly enhanced situ-
ational awareness, enabling them to see first, understand first, act first, and finish
decisively. Our FCS platforms will offer the Joint Force networked, lethal direct fire;
indirect fire; air defense; complementary non-lethal fires and effects; and troop
transport capability. In May 2003, FCS moved on schedule into the systems develop-
ment and demonstration phase. Our Army is aggressively managing our FCS devel-
opment effort and intends to achieve initial operational capability by the end of the
decade. FCS is essential to the Army transformation.

The recent termination of the RAH-66 Comanche program was a strategic deci-
sion to fix Army aviation now and improve our future capabilities, leveraging both
the technology base and the knowledge we gained from the Comanche program. We
will use the savings from the Comanche program to modernize aircraft and extend
aviation capabilities beyond the 2020 timeframe, acquire almost 800 new aircraft
(through 2011) to build modular active and Reserve component aviation formations,
and transform U.S. Army Reserve and Army National Guard aviation by replacing
over 850 aging aircraft and standardizing active and Reserve component aviation
systems. As importantly, we will also accelerate aircrew protection and aircraft sur-
vivability equipment fielding initiatives necessary for both ongoing and future oper-
ations.

ACCELERATED ACQUISITION AND FIELDING

We have adapted and continue to improve our acquisition and fielding processes.
In 2002, as soldiers reported equipment shortages in Afghanistan and elsewhere, we
implemented the RFI to ensure that all of our troops deploy with the latest avail-
able equipment. Equipment fielding schedules were revised to support unit rotation
plans, and procurement and fielding cycles were radically compressed.

In coordination with field commanders and our soldiers, a list of more than 40
mission-essential items, including the Advanced Combat Helmet, close-combat op-
tics, Global Positioning System receivers, soldier intercoms and hydration systems,
were identified for rapid fielding. Laying the foundation for acquisition trans-
formation, RFI already has equipped nine brigade combat teams (BCTs). In fiscal
year 2004, RFI will upgrade a minimum of 18 BCTs and 8 enhanced separate bri-
gades serving in Iraq and Afghanistan. Additionally, we are accelerating fielding of
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select future capabilities to our current force. These items include thermal weapon
sights, enhanced night vision goggles, improved body armor, the Future Combat
Rifle, and a new sniper rifle. It is the strong support of Congress that enables our
Army to put this improved equipment in the hands of our soldiers.

Support from Congress has also enabled our Army to institute a Rapid Equipping
Force (REF) to work directly with operational commanders and find solutions to
operational requirements. These solutions may be off-the-shelf or near-term develop-
mental items that can be made available quickly. For example, the REF established
a coordinated effort to supply our forces with immediate solutions to counter impro-
vised explosive device (IED) threats. Currently, IED teams are on location providing
expertise and materiel solutions to safeguard our soldiers. We are acting aggres-
sively to improve the armor protection of our armored and light-skinned vehicles.
Other examples of REF products are the Well-Cam and PackBots. The Well-Cam
is a camera, attached to an ethernet cable and a laptop that enables soldiers in the-
ater to search wells for weapons caches. PackBots are operational robots used to
clear caves, building, and compounds so soldiers are not put in harm’s way unneces-
sarily.

RFI and REF provide timely support to our relevant and ready forces and to com-
batant commanders, and facilitate Army transformation.

THE SOLDIER

The soldier remains the centerpiece of our combat systems and formations and is
indispensable to the Joint Team. Adaptive, confident, and competent soldiers, in-
fused with the Army’s values and warrior culture, fight wars and win the peace.
As a warrior, every soldiers must be prepared to engage the enemy in close combat;
the modern battlefield has no safe areas. Our Army trains our soldiers to that
standard, without regard to their specialty or unit. Our soldiers are bright, honest,
dedicated, and totally committed to the mission. The soldier—fierce, disciplined,
well-trained, well-led, and well-equipped—ultimately represents and enables the ca-
pabilities our Army provides to the Joint Force and the Nation.

CONCLUSION

Our Army’s commitment to the future is certain. We will continue to provide our
Nation, the President, the Secretary of Defense, and the combatant commanders a
unique set of core competencies and capabilities. We remain dedicated to training
and equipping our soldiers and growing leaders. We will continue to deliver relevant
and ready land power to the combatant commanders and the Joint Force.

Our soldiers continue to perform magnificently around the globe. Simultaneously
executing the global war on terrorism, implementing our modularity and trans-
formation initiatives, and setting the force will be a challenge. However, it is also
an opportunity to reshape ourselves for the future that we cannot pass up.

Your support of this budget and for our ongoing operations, specifically in Iraq
and Afghanistan, is critical if our units are to continue their remarkable perform-
ance and to be ready for future contingencies.

We appreciate your dedication to your military and to America’s sons and daugh-
ters, who are serving selflessly throughout the world to make America safe and free.
Thank you again for the opportunity to discuss our Army and I look forward to an-
swering any questions you may have.

Senator SESSIONS. Thank you, General Casey.

Major General John M. Curran is Director of Futures Center,
Headquarters, U.S. Army Training and Doctrine Command, and
has spent some time in Alabama, for which we’re grateful. We ap-
p}ll"eciate your leadership, and we’re delighted to hear from you at
this time.

STATEMENT OF MG JOHN M. CURRAN, USA, DIRECTOR, FU-
TURES CENTER, HEADQUARTERS, U.S. ARMY TRAINING AND
DOCTRINE COMMAND (TRADOC)

General CURRAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, Senator Lieberman,
Senator Dole. I'm pleased to be here to discuss how we are accel-
erating change in the Army and the impacts of our actions on cur-
rent and future forces.
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As Director of the Futures Center at the TRADOC, I welcome the
opportunity to testify before you and appreciate your interest in
our endeavors.

I respectfully request that my written statement also be made
part of the record here today.

Senator SESSIONS. We'll certainly do that.

General CURRAN. Sir, the role of the organization I lead is to be
the Army’s architect of the future. Our soldiers, both today and in
the future, depend on us to develop a more agile, mobile, lethal,
and survivable force. We, in the Futures Center, are leading the ef-
fort to build a campaign-capable joint and expeditionary Army. The
Army is accelerating changes to the current force to adapt to the
existing and emerging operational environment. Simply stated, we
are meeting the challenges of transforming an Army that is at war.

As the architect of the future, TRADOC’s Futures Center is the
nexus of Army innovation, with a great degree of influence on how
the Army thinks, acts, trains, and fights. While relatively new, the
Futures Center is the lead action agent to develop the future force.
We enable soldiers in the current fight by determining capability
gaps and, whenever feasible, integrating discrete future-force capa-
bilities that add significantly to the current force. Many picture
these spirals as materiel solutions, but our efforts span the breadth
of doctrine, organizations, training, materiel, leadership and edu-
cation, personnel, and facilities.

Now, we recognize that we cannot do this alone. Futures is, in
fact, a team sport. Partnering with the Department of Defense
(DOD), joint and interagency communities, other Services, indus-
try, academia, our allies, and with our Army family, is critical to
our success. Chief among our partners is U.S. Joint Forces Com-
mand, with whom we have built a rapport and trust that underpins
really a great team, a joint team.

To fully realize the contribution of Army capabilities to the joint
fight, we now work through the Joint Capabilities Integration and
Development System (JCIDS), to articulate Army capability re-
quirements instead of just focusing on systems. The Army’s future
force will evolve to meet joint, rather that Service-defined, capabili-
ties.

Now, this represents a sharp break from the bottom-up, systems-
focused approach we used during much of the Cold War. Army
transformation is a continuous process. The goal is to spiral future
force capabilities into the current force so that over time our Army
continues to meet the requirements of the emerging joint oper-
ational environment.

One of the most obvious dimensions of change will be in how we
organize to fight. Lessons learned from current operations highlight
areas for force-design improvement. Future force organizations will
be organized differently than today’s formations. We will continue
on our Stryker brigade path and reorganize our non-Stryker force
into a modular brigade-based Army that provides combatant com-
manders with better alternatives in the near term and bridges to
the FCS’s equipped force designs.

As you probably know, the 3rd ID will roll out the first provi-
sional heavy unit of action this month, as a standing combined-
arms brigade. The division will take this redesign to the National
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Training Center this spring to mature the organizational design
and refine its tactics, techniques, and procedures. Army National
Guard brigades will also convert to this common modular design.
Both current experience and emerging operational imperatives con-
firm our judgement that the FCS-equipped unit of action is the or-
ganizational template capable of meeting the regional combatant
commanders’ requirements of the future. By accelerating the trans-
formation of the current force towards a force with many of the
characteristics of the FCS-equipped future force, we will accelerate
our transformation in areas such as doctrine, training, and leader
development.

FCS-equipped formations will be part of a joint team, a joint
team that is decisive across the full spectrum of conflict in all types
of operations, against all threat capabilities, and in all terrain and
weather environments. These formations, enabled with improved
situational understanding, will balance the need for strategic re-
sponsiveness and battle-space dominance, resulting in a campaign-
capable joint and expeditionary force.

The human dimension is, and will remain, the most critical di-
mension of war. The soldier is indispensable to the joint team, the
most effective, flexible, and adaptive asset we have. When we en-
hance the soldiers’ lethality, protection, and situational awareness,
we enable individual initiative and competence to win battles,
wars, and the peace. The Army’s transformation supports our sol-
diers today and will provide our Nation with a more capable future
force for an uncertain future.

We are engaged in the biggest challenge an Army can face,
transforming while at war. Our guideposts are clear: experiment
extensively with our joint-Service counterparts, never be content
with only materiel solutions, aggressively use spiral development to
get elements of the future force into the hands of our soldiers on
today’s battlefields, and ensure our innovation results in “born
joint” capabilities that contribute to successful mission accomplish-
ment at any point on the globe across the spectrum of conflict.

We will need the full support of Congress to underpin our suc-
cess, and I thank you, on behalf of our soldiers, for the support we
receive.

Thank you very much.

[The prepared statement of Major General Curran follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT BY MG JOoHN M. CURRAN, USA

Senator Sessions, Senator Lieberman, and distinguished members of the sub-
committee, I am pleased to be here today to discuss how we are accelerating change
in the Army and the impact of our actions on current and future forces. As Director,
Futures Center, U.S. Army Training and Doctrine Command, I welcome the oppor-
tunity to testify before you. I appreciate your interest in our endeavors. My intent
is to assure you that our efforts support our soldiers today and will provide the Na-
tion with a more capable force for an uncertain future.

Much has changed since this subcommittee met a year ago tomorrow to hear testi-
mony from the Army’s leadership. One year ago, we were on the brink of war with
Iraq. The hearing centered on the challenges the Army faced for modernization, re-
capitalization and the lessons learned from the war in Afghanistan. Since the defeat
of the Iraqi Army, the U.S. Army achieved Milestone B for the Future Combat Sys-
tems (FCS) program, fielded and deployed a Stryker Brigade Combat Team (SBCT),
maintained a strong presence to fight the insurgency in Iraq, deployed almost every
available combat formation, institutionalized transformation by establishing the Fu-
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}:‘ures Center, and positioned the Army for continued transformation into a modular
orce.

The role of the organization I lead is to be the Army’s architect of the future. We
take our business very seriously. Our soldiers, both today and in the future, depend
on us to develop a more agile, mobile, lethal, and survivable force. We are leading
the effort to build a campaign capable, joint, and expeditionary Army. The Army is
accelerating changes to the current force to adapt to the existing and emerging oper-
ational environments. Simply stated, we must transform an Army that is at war.

TRADOC is the primary point of entry into the Army’s future force development.
Among TRADOC’s core competencies are the ability to prepare the Army for joint
operations and serve as the architect of the future. We develop or capture innovative
ideas and carry them through experimentation and fielding to expand the Army’s
capabilities. Chief among our partners is the U.S. Joint Forces Command (JFCOM),
with whom we have built a rapport and trust that underpins a great team. The
Army’s future force will evolve to meet joint rather than Service defined capabilities.

As the architect of the future, TRADOC’s Futures Center is the Army’s reconnais-
sance force. We are continually assessing the future, and this assessment is driven
by real-time guidance and direction from policy documents like the National Secu-
rity Strategy and the Transformation Planning Guidance. The Futures Center is the
nexus of Army innovation with a great degree of influence on how the Army thinks,
acts, trains and fights. While relatively new, the Futures Center is the lead action
agent to develop the future force. We have subsumed the mission and roles of the
Objective Force Task Force, and we are building on the foundation of their success.
We are also enabling soldiers in the current fight by determining capabilities gaps
and integrating discreet future force capabilities that add significantly to the cur-
rent force. Too often, we picture these spirals as materiel solutions, but our efforts
span the breadth of doctrine, organizations, training, materiel, leadership and edu-
cation, personnel and facilities. This is a very challenging mission, but we are
uniquely postured to do the job.

At the same time, we fully recognize that we cannot do this alone—“Futures” is
a team sport. Partnering with the Department of Defense, Joint and Interagency
communities, other Services, industry, academia, our Allies and the Army family is
critical to our success.

To fully realize the contribution of Army capabilities to the joint fight, we now
work through the Joint Capabilities Integration and Development System (JCIDS)
to articulate Army capability requirements. JCIDS is the top-down process involving
functionally-focused teams centered on developing required capabilities and effects
rather than systems. The process involves regional and functional combatant com-
manders early on in the development process to ensure their requirements for com-
bat and combat support forces are being realized. It represents a sharp break from
the bottom-up, systems-focused approach used during much of the Cold War.

TRADOC executes the JCIDS process by analyzing Army warfighting concepts de-
rived from strategic guidance, the Joint Operations Concept and subordinate joint
operating, functional and integrating concepts. These concepts describe how the fu-
ture force will operate, the conditions and environment in which it must operate,
its required capabilities in terms of missions and effects, and its defining physical
and operational characteristics. We analyze these required capabilities to 1solate the
tasks, conditions and standards that the force must perform. We assess these tasks
to determine gaps in capability that pose sufficient operational risk to constitute a
capability need requiring a solution.

We then perform an operationally based assessment of potential doctrine, organi-
zation, training, leadership and education, personnel, and facilities (non-materiel) or
materiel approaches to solving or mitigating one or more of the capability needs
we’ve identified. Non-materiel changes, product improvements to existing materiel
or facilities, joint or other Service’s capabilities or adoption of interagency or inter-
national solutions that solve or mitigate the capability need are recommended to
Army senior leadership. Only when these solutions do not solve the capability need
will TRADOC recommend a new materiel start and continue the JCIDS process into
the Defense Acquisition System.

The Army as a Service and a joint partner is an integral participant on commit-
tees and boards that manage the JCIDS process. More importantly, we see these
groups as critical entry points in the process where Army programs are validated
as we attempt to spiral improvements into the current and future force. As we inter-
act with the joint community and our sister Services, our focus is to bring issues,
potential programs and concepts to the Joint Requirements Oversight Council
(JROC) as soon as possible to determine how they provide new warfighting capabil-
ity. The scope of analysis of shortfalls does not simply look at the materiel side of
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the equation—the hardware of weapon systems. This is “old think,” a past practice
that no longer works within JCIDS.

We look at all Services’ doctrine, organization, training, materiel, leadership and
education, personnel and facilities (DOTMLPF) alternatives for solutions. Further,
the JCIDS process provides the analytical foundation that allows members to under-
stand the realities for advancing a new program or deciding to change some other
element of the DOTMLPF equation to address the shortfall. We are institutionaliz-
ing the new JCIDS process into Army thinking—it is no longer a bureaucratic hur-
dle, it is the way that partners engage in bringing value to the whole team.

To accelerate change and rapidly integrate future force capabilities into the cur-
rent force, TRADOC leads the Army’s concept development and experimentation ef-
fort; focused on four areas:

— Developing coherently joint Army operational concepts and capabilities,
— Testing prototype capabilities,

— Providing actionable recommendations to inform DOTMLPF decisions,
and

— Integrating a broad community of practice.

Transformation has no endstate—it is a continual process. We will have inter-
mediate objectives along the transformation path, but we will not reach a point
where we declare that we have in fact fielded the future force. The goal is to contin-
ually strive to spiral mature capabilities into the current force so that over time our
Army more closely resembles the vision of the future force. We aggressively use live,
virtual and constructive experimentation. Out of these experiments, we derive ac-
tionable recommendations to reduce future force development risk. Aggressive proto-
typing and testing satisfies current and future force operational needs by deploying
compelling technology today.

The Army is currently exploring five prototype areas:

— SBCT—a focus on further SBCT and unit of action (UA) development.
— Air Assault Expeditionary Force—a focus on networked lethality at the
small unit level.

— Unit of Employment—a focus on incrementally fielded unit of employ-
ment (echelon above brigade) capabilities and integration with emerging
USJFCOM prototypes like the Standing Joint Force Headquarters
(SJFHQ).

— Modular Force Redesign—a focus on unit organizations to increase agil-
ity and effectiveness.

— Squad Redesign—a focus on squad organizations to increase lethality
and maneuverability

Institutionally, we have adapted our structures to build a broad community of
practice with a series of fora that harness the widest range of intellectual capital.
In 2003, for the first time the Army and JFCOM entered into a partnership and
co-sponsored Unified Quest (UQ03), the Army’s premiere transformational wargame.
This joint wargame explored not only Army concepts, but joint and inter-Service
concepts in a future force whose capabilities must be “born joint”. This leap in trans-
forming our military through application of spiral concept development also creates
an environment where both JFCOM and TRADOC can examine several unique em-
bedded experiments that are specific to each organization. Following in the footsteps
of UQO3, this year’s wargame, UQ04, will set a new precedent-breaking path by ex-
tending the exercise play from that of UQ03. Game organizations will examine sce-
narios that involve major combat operations, stability operations, transition to post-
conflict and network-centric command structure in the year 2015.

We are also engaged with our sister Services in their wargames like the Navy’s
Unified Course 04, the Air Force’s Unified Engagement VII, and the Marine Corps’
Joint Urban Warrior. We complement this work with insights gained from our Army
battle labs, which span the range of capabilities from air and missile defense to spe-
cial operations. Forces that participate in developmental and readiness exercises
augment our judgments by providing field perspectives as they go through after ac-
tion reviews once the exercises are complete.

Going beyond wargaming, the Army and other Services are beginning to enhance
joint interdependence through enhanced joint training exercises. JECOM’s Joint Na-
tional Training Capability (JNTC) exercise trains America’s Joint Force. The JNTC
links Service training facilities and ranges into a real-time, joint training environ-
ment around the world effectively bridging communications to apply the full range
of multi-level joint capabilities into joint exercises. These exercises bring to bear the
mutual supporting relationships of the Services and allow exploration of the seams
and gaps existing today in operational settings.
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This wealth of knowledge gained through all of the examples I've discussed has
challenged us to make adjustments to ensure we capitalize on what we learn. We
have quarterly executive level reviews to examine progress to date and make adjust-
ments to the way ahead. We have monthly meetings at the joint level on broad con-
cept development and experimentation issues which guide joint work at all levels.
There is a constant exchange of information in face-to-face meetings at all levels
that is robustly augmented by a high level of online collaboration. This continuous
t}grocess of collaboration and interaction forms the architecture for transformation ef-
orts.

We work hard at analyzing the gaps between future capabilities called for by the
Joint Operations Concept and efforts underway in our prototyping and concept de-
velopment programs today. We incorporate an Intelligence Community evaluation of
potential future enemies and future challenges. We constantly review operational
lessons learned like the Army’s and JFCOM’s Operation Iraqi Freedom “Quick
Looks,” individual unit lessons learned, and combatant commander assessments. We
support this work by a robust analytical process that assimilates innovative prac-
tices—including best commercial practices, collaborative environments, modeling,
simulation, and electronic business solutions.

We couple the analysis with Army-wide judgments to create a holistic snapshot
of where we need change.

Our snapshot of capabilities gaps for the current force is exactly what it implies—
today’s best judgment of shortfalls to guide our prototyping, experimentation, and
concept development. The snapshot will change as our enemy adapts his operational
methods to engage us in asymmetric ways and we gain experience in how to con-
tinue to achieve our mission in spite of those new tactics. We are looking at numer-
ous areas including providing:

e Improved soldier protection in counterinsurgency environments
Prototype network-enabled battle command

Responsive, networked, precision fires

Protecting the force in noncontiguous battlespace operations
Improved nonlethal capabilities

Improved Joint Urban Operations

Expanded human intelligence (HUMINT) capabilities

Increased ability and speed of analysis and information dissemination
Increased ability to sustain a high operational tempo

Improved Special Operation Forces and conventional forces integration
Improve joint intra- and inter-theater lift

These examples of capabilities gaps inform both our concept development and
prototyping efforts, which are simultaneous, parallel, and supporting. The plans we
develop must be completely nested in what JFCOM is doing. This comprehensive
task capitalizes on the broad Army community of practice from our battle labs, oper-
ational units, research labs, and materiel developers. The end product will resemble
what those who coined the term “Joint Interdependence” envisioned—an under-
standing of the differing strengths and limitations of each Service’s capabilities,
clear agreement about how those capabilities will be committed in a given oper-
ational setting, and absolute trust that, once committed, they will be employed as
agreed. The outcome is a Joint Force significantly stronger than the sum of its indi-
vidual parts, one that will always be successful in fighting the Nation’s wars when
called upon.

At the heart of the Army’s vision of the future force are new operational concepts.
These concepts are inherently joint, but will nonetheless have tremendous impact
on every dimension of our Army. One of the most obvious dimensions of change will
be in how we organize to fight. At the same time, our current operations illustrate
many opportunities for force design improvements. Reorganizing our force now pro-
vides combatant commanders with better alternatives in the near term. Further, we
believe that accelerating several changes envisioned for the future force into the cur-
rent force, centered on modularized brigade combat teams, is the way ahead to
maintain the high benchmark of success demanded of us, both in the near term and
in the future.

What led us to conclude that brigade, division, and corps structures, so successful
for so many combat operations, must change? We've learned in the harsh combat
conditions of Afghanistan and Iraq that change is both essential and possible for us
to improve as a robust member of the U.S. joint warfighting team. There are now
opportunities for a new level of joint interdependence that can weave major land,
sea and air operations into a coherent joint fabric and push “jointness” down to the
lowest possible tactical levels. To engage enemies that employ varying operational
techniques, the regional combatant commanders require ground forces that are scal-
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able, available early in a campaign and complementary to other joint capabilities.
The elements of time, geography, and the disposition of our adversaries require op-
erations that are nonlinear, noncontiguous and less hierarchical. We must employ
improvements in weapons and techniques across all warfighting dimensions to make
engagements more precise and lethal. These challenges, however, require more than
just materiel solutions—we need new formations.

The Army is deploying evolutionary organizations on the battlefields I've just de-
scribed. We have a Stryker Combat Brigade Team deployed in Iraq providing daily
insights into adjustments we can make in our future force redesign efforts. The 3rd
Infantry Division (ID) will roll out the first provisional heavy UA this month as a
standing combined arms brigade. The division will take this redesign to the Na-
tional Training Center this spring to mature the organizational design and refine
its tactics, techniques, and procedures. The 3rd ID will create three more heavy UAs
by July 2004. The Army will begin building the first two Infantry UAs in the fall
beginning with the 10th Mountain Division and the 101st Airborne Division. All ac-
tive component divisions will tentatively complete conversion by fiscal year 2007.
Army National Guard (ARNG) brigades will also convert to these common modular
designs; the ARNG and Army staff are working on the sequence to do this as quick-
ly as possible. This will enable the Army to rapidly tailor forces to meet the combat-
ant commanders’ requirements, and employ flexible, smaller formations distributed
across an extended battlespace.

Both our current experience and emerging operational imperatives confirm our
judgment that the FCS-equipped UA is the organizational template capable of meet-
ing the regional combatant commander’s requirements of the future. By accelerating
the transformation of the current force toward a force with many of the characteris-
tics of the FCS-equipped future force, we will accelerate our transformation in areas
such as doctrine, training, and leader development. Such a force will be agile, lethal,
networked, precise, rapidly deployable, modular and born joint. The modular Army
we are building today is the bridge to the FCS-equipped unit of action.

FCSs are comprised of a family of advanced, networked air- and ground-based ma-
neuver, maneuver support, and sustainment systems that will include manned and
unmanned platforms. FCSs are networked via a command, control, communications,
computers, intelligence, surveillance and reconnaissance (C4ISR) architecture, in-
cluding networked communications, network operations, sensors, battle command
systems, training and both manned and unmanned reconnaissance and surveillance
capabilities that will enable improved situational understanding and operations at
a level of synchronization heretofore unachievable.

FCSs will operate as a system of systems that will network existing systems, sys-
tems already under development, and new systems to be developed to meet the
needs of the FCS-equipped UA. The network will enable improved intelligence, sur-
veillance, and reconnaissance (ISR), enhanced analytical tools, joint exchange of
blue and red force tracking down to the tactical level, battle command, real time
sensor-shooter linkages, and increased synergy between echelons and within small
units. It will also enable the UA to connect to unit of employment, joint capabilities,
and national assets making these capabilities available to the small units of the UA.
FCSs will enable the networked maneuver UA to develop the situation in and out
of contact, set conditions, maneuver to positions of advantage, and to close with and
destroy the enemy through standoff attack and combat assault as articulated in the
UA operational and organizational plan.

The FCS-equipped maneuver UA is not just a unique Brigade Combat Team, built
around a family of systems, but a new concept for fighting those systems. This for-
mation will be part of a joint team that is decisive across the spectrum of conflict,
in all types of operations, against the complexity of threat capabilities, in a variety
of terrain and weather environments. The UA balances the capabilities for strategic
responsiveness and battlespace dominance, resulting in an expeditionary force with
campaign qualities. It can perform tactical and operational maneuver by land, air,
and sea. The UA can be tailored with additional capabilities for specific missions
during a campaign. It employs its revolutionary C4ISR architecture to expand or
contract its span of control and integrate unit of employment (the next higher Army
echelon) or Joint Task Force supporting capabilities to accomplish missions. Its sig-
nificantly improved ability to collect and process information using organic and ex-
ternal joint and Army supporting sensors and sources ensure that commanders will
possess the timely, accurate intelligence necessary to achieve decision superiority.
The UA improves the ability of soldiers and leaders to achieve lethality and surviv-
ability overmatch. Like our current forces, the foundational centerpiece of the for-
mation remains soldiers and leaders, enabled by technology, within mounted and
dismounted small unit fighting teams.
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As the Army’s “Architect of the Future,” the Futures Center will continue to pro-
vide a warfighter perspective to the integration of DOTMLPF actions to enable the
Army to achieve FCS-equipped future force capabilities by the end of this decade.
We collaborate with the FCS Program Manager (PM) and the Lead Systems Inte-
grator (LSI) to ensure simultaneous and parallel future force, UA, and FCS develop-
ments are properly synchronized and integrated to meet the user’s requirements.

The FCS program requires a continuous and consistent refinement of require-
ments. The JROC approved the FCS Operational Requirements Document in April
2003. At that time, the JROC approved seven Key Performance Parameters (KPPs),
which were then included in the Acquisition Program Baseline: Joint Interoper-
ability (which we will convert to the new Net Ready KPP standards), Networked
Battle Command, Networked Lethality, Transportability, Sustainability/Reliability,
Training, and Survivability. We are currently completing our analysis of these KPPs
to add and refine metrics; the refined KPPs will go back to the JROC by September
2004 to support a Milestone B review with the Office of the Secretary of Defense
(OSD) in November this year.

Since entry into System Development and Demonstration (SDD) phase, TRADOC
has worked collaboratively in a “One Team” structure with PM FCS and the LSI
to develop and refine the program threshold and objective system of systems speci-
fications, which represent the requirements baseline for the program. We are cur-
rently working with our partners to complete design trade studies, which will sup-
port selected design decisions this spring.

This effort demands an unprecedented level of sustained TRADOC involvement by
its best experts at the Futures Center and the Army’s institutional schoolhouses.
TRADOC is committed to providing user support to the program that is character-
ized by innovation, forwarding thinking, collaboration, cooperation, and team play.
This support is distributed across the command, but integrated using the Unit of
Action Maneuver Battle Lab (UAMBL), the TRADOC System Manager (TSM) for
FCS, and the Futures Center. We are also assigning TRADOC user personnel to col-
locate with PM FCS and some LSI and subcontractor facilities involved in FCS de-
velopments to ensure rapid user feedback on design issues as they arise during
SDD. TRADOC is also committed to supporting the One Team in the day-to-day
management of SDD. TRADOC has designated subject matter experts from through-
out the command to serve on each of fourteen Integrated Product Teams (IPT).
TRADOC also provides colonels and general officers to serve on program change
control boards, giving us real time visibility and participation in resolving issues af-
fecting cost, schedule, and performance. The Futures Center and UAMBL are part-
ners with the PM and LSI in major program reviews; we also support the OSD IPTs
which prepare the Army for OSD-level reviews. We fully support our program part-
ners in focusing FCS development at the system of systems level, with front-end
prioritization of architectures, engineering, and integration. We believe this revolu-
tionary acquisition process is key to achieving future force capabilities.

TRADOC has networked its battle labs to conduct extensive experimentation dur-
ing the SDD phase to provide real time user feedback to the FCS program as the
family of systems are designed and developed. The Futures Center is strengthening
its collaboration with Joint Forces Command to ensure joint integration. It is also
strengthening TRADOC’s links to the Marine Corps Combat Developments Center
to ensure that Army and Marine Corps FCS common requirements are synchronized
when the FCS program transitions to become a Joint Program Office.

While experimentation, analysis, studies, and technology inform us about what
the future force will use to fight the next war effectively, it is the individual soldier
who is the centerpiece of our focus. War is a test of wills; the human dimension is
its most crucial dimension. The soldier is indispensable to the joint team—the most
effective, flexible, and adaptive asset we have. Our philosophy of equipping the sol-
dier instead of manning the equipment is enduring. When we enhance the soldier’s
lethality, protection and situational awareness, we enable individual initiative and
competence at the point in which battles, wars, and the peace are won.

In summary, we're taking on the biggest challenge an Army can face: transform-
ing while at war. We must rapidly adapt to a future we did not perfectly anticipate
and we must do this with forces deployed globally. Our guideposts are clear—experi-
ment widely with our joint and Service counterparts, never be content with only ma-
teriel solutions, aggressively use spiral development to get elements of the future
force into the hands of the soldier on today’s battlefields and ensure our innovation
results in “born joint” capabilities that contribute to successful mission accomplish-
ment at any point on the globe across the spectrum of conflict. The window of oppor-
tunity to do this is finite; we must not tire in our efforts. We will need the full sup-
port of Congress to underpin our success. The Army’s transformation supports our
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soldiers today and will provide our Nation with a more capable future force for an
uncertain future.
Thank you.

Senator SESSIONS. Thank you very much. Those were good state-
ments. We appreciate them very much.

Secretary Bolton, on the basic question of what you need, you've
indicated, in your statement—which I appreciate very much, it is
a thorough analysis of where we are and where we need to go. You
might summarize for us what are some of the items that will be
in this new force, like the unmanned aerial vehicles (UAVs) and
things of that nature. How are we coming along with those? Are
we falling behind as a result of a shortfall in resources? What
would it take to keep us on track?

Mr. BOLTON. Let me answer the last question first. We’re not
falling behind. We went through a major milestone review last
May, the 14th of May, right on time.

Let me just give you an idea how important that is. The process
or the system—and TI'll describe that here shortly—is the most com-
plex undertaking, in terms of the program, the DOD has ever done.
This rivals what we did in the 1960s as a country for the space pro-
gram. It rivals what we did in the 1940s with the Manhattan
Project.

We have a system of systems called the FCS. This system of sys-
tems has in it unmanned vehicles, so it can relieve the pressure on
the soldier by offloading things that we would normally put on his
back, and put that onto a mobile robot. That robot can also have
arms on it, so we can fire mortars and so forth. It will have a can-
non, non-line-of-sight (NLOS) cannon. It will have airborne assets,
unmanned. It will have, most importantly, something that we are
just now seeing in the Stryker brigades that we saw with the 3rd
ID; we called it Blue Force Tracking, the ability to network all of
these sensors, all of these vehicles together, so that the soldier, for
the first time, has the ability to know where the enemy is, to see
what that enemy is doing, to act against that enemy, and to defeat
that enemy.

Why is this necessary? The combatant commanders, formerly the
commanders in chief, have a basic requirement of the land force,
the Army, and that’s to be able to move a brigade-worth of combat
capability anywhere in the world in 96 hours; a division, anywhere
in the world in 120 hours; and then half, or five of our active divi-
sions, in 30 days.

Now, I've told folks, we don’t have to do this FCS; we can meet
those requirements of the combatant commanders today. But here’s
some provisos. First, you need to tell me where we’re going to be
fighting 5 years from today. Two——

Senator SESSIONS. We'll have to ask Senator Lieberman precisely
where that will be. I'm not capable. [Laughter.]

Senator LIEBERMAN. Can you give me a few moments? [Laugh-
ter.]

Mr. BOLTON. Second, I need to preposition. Third, I need all of
the airlift and all of the sealift. Then I might be able to hit those
prerequisites of the combatant commanders. The truth is, that’s
not going to happen. So we’re going to have to get lighter, which
is what the FCS is. Any vehicle is sized to fit inside a C-130 box.
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That doesn’t mean we’re going to transport it in C-130s all the
time, but it does force us, in the design phase, to make capability
that is smaller, lighter, so we can transport it faster to meet the
combatant commanders’ requirements. If you're lighter, you don’t
have all the armor.

Now, my armor colleagues cringe a little bit when I tell them,
“We’re going to put you in 20-ton, not 70-ton, vehicles.” Not a lot
of armor there. They're used to that. I have to prove to them, over
the next 52 years, you’re survivable, as well as capable, on the
battlefield. How do you do that? I'm going to tell you where the
enemy is, and you're going to be able to act and put a rock, an ar-
mament, on his head before he can react to you. We see that today
in the Stryker brigade. We see that as the 3rd ID went across the
berm, and they could see where they were, the blue force, and, as
our intelligence improved, where the bad guys were. So we have 18
of these systems in this FCS—unmanned vehicles, airborne- and
ground-based, armored vehicles, infantry carriers, reconnaissance
vehicles—18 different systems, plus this network wrapped around
the soldier.

Now, in this phase—and we started this system design develop-
ment phase on May 14 last year—we will spend just under $15 bil-
lion to do all of this. We are on track today. We will have a prelimi-
nary design review about this time next year. We have dem-
onstrated the basics of the network, which is the heart and soul of
this. If I don’t have this, I will not be able to survive on the battle-
field. We’'ve demonstrated the NLOS cannon. Here, last year—and
there were some doubters—can you take a large gun, a 155 Howit-
zer, and shoot it from a platform that’s only 20 tons? There were
a lot of folks that said, “You can’t do that.” But we already dem-
onstrated that. We delivered that vehicle, the demonstrator, to
Yuma in August 2003. We shot 240 rounds-plus out of it. We have
moved the vehicle, and it has a band track on it right now. But it
may be tracked, it may be wheeled; we’ll figure that out over the
next 18 months—75-kilometers. Firing rate, we had a goal of six
rounds per minute. We're just over that now. As a demonstration,
it works fine. Now we need to go on to the next phase for the
NLOS cannon, and there’s a lot of work to do there. I know there
will be questions on that. But we’re on track to make that happen.
The senior leadership of the Army—that includes the Secretary,
the Chief, myself, and the Vice—have all said that has our top pri-
ority, because that is the future.

To give you another idea, in closing, some folks assume that this
is a vehicle. It’s a wheeled vehicle, it’s a track vehicle, it’s an air-
craft, it’s a gun, it’s all of that. While we won’t change the Army
overnight, that is not going to happen in 2010, when we have our
initial operational capability, or in 2012, when we have the full
operational capability, which is basically a brigade size; it will hap-
pen maybe 10 to 15 years from now as we slowly replace the entire
ﬁrmy with the FCS. We are talking about changing an entire

rmy.

As General Curran aptly put it earlier, this is not just materiel
solution. We are changing what we do in doctrine, we are changing
how we organize, we are changing how we train people—how we
lead them, and, of course, we are changing materiel to allow the
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soldier the ability to see where the enemy is, to act on that enemy,
and to defeat the enemy before the enemy ever realizes it.

I hope that sums it up.

Senator SESSIONS. Well, that’s well said, and I just wanted to say
that what I like about what you’re doing. The attitude I sense in
the Army is that we can do better, and we’re going to do better;
but the fact is, we’ve demonstrated, in every conflict in recent
years, that our capabilities—command and control, training, moti-
vation—exceed that of any military in the world, and we can be
proud of that.

Senator Clinton, we're glad that you’'ve joined us, and we’ll call
on you in a minute. We’ll go next to Senator Lieberman.

Senator LIEBERMAN. Thanks, Mr. Chairman. Thanks to the three
of you for your excellent testimony.

Let me begin with some questions about the restructuring and
the addition of the brigades. I understand the Army restructure is
to create a modular brigade-based Army that is more responsive to
combatant commanders’ needs. I want to ask you—and maybe we
can start, General Casey and General Curran, however you want
to do it—How will this change the operational capability the Army
provides to the combatant commanders, number one? What’s the
impact of this transformation to modularity on future require-
ments?

General CASEY. Why don’t I start this off, and then I'll pass it
over to Mark, there, Senator.

The impact this will have on the forces and how we provide
forces to combatant commanders, as we mentioned, we are focused
on transforming ourself into a joint and expeditionary Army that
still maintains its campaign capabilities. By that, we’re not trying
to be like the Marine Corps. We're joint, and we’re expeditionary.
We want to be able to get there quickly. But then when we get
there, we, the Army, bring to the combatant commander the ability
to conduct sustained land operations, battle after battle after bat-
tle, to help him accomplish his objectives.

These modular organizations will, one, allow us to tailor force
packages more rapidly. For example, we believe that these now di-
visional headquarters that we have with three brigades—when we
deploy one brigade, we have to break up the division. So we have
the brigade doing a mission, but now the rest of the division is not
as capable. General Schoomaker likes to talk about it as his win-
dow-washer. The windowwasher on the skyscraper has a squeegee
that’s about this long, and he does a very nice job on this. But then
when he gets the job to do window panes, his squeegee doesn’t
quite fit in the panes, so he’s got to either break his squeegee or
take a rag out of his pocket; so they have to improvise. These mod-
ular brigades are how we fight. They will be organized so that they
have all of the capabilities they need to be self-sufficient so they
can operate for combatant commander independently and plug
right into a joint task force, or they can work as part of one of our
divisions that is also supporting a combatant commander. We think
it will give the combatant commander much more agile forces and
much more versatile forces.

I'll pass it over to Mark to see if he wants to add anything.

General CURRAN. Thank you, sir.
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When you dive down into the modular brigade design, you find
some additional capabilities that you wouldn’t find in our BCTs
today. First of all, these organizations are designed combined-arms,
organic. The artillery, the armor, and the infantry are all combined
as part of the brigade, and they are organic to the brigade. With
our stabilization efforts and our growth patterns we have for our
new brigades, these members of this new modular brigade will stay
together longer, so team cohesion will be a significant advantage.

Third, these brigades have a much more robust staff. Now, what
does that do for the combatant commander? Well, it provides a
combatant commander with a combined-arms formation that can
operate independently longer because it has the staff capabilities to
do it. It doesn’t have to rely as often on a higher echelon or higher
command for the staffing functions. It also will have the ability to
reach back to sanctuary or to home station, or to a home-station
operation center to be able to use the staff that is there that
doesn’t have to be deployed into theater to provide it with the
reach-back capabilities or staffing functions.

Probably the most significant is the improvements in reconnais-
sance-surveillance that is nested within the brigade. Within these
brigades, there is a reconnaissance-surveillance squadron or battal-
ion ground reconnaissance, military census, collections capability,
tactical UAVs, small UAVs, that provide much better situational
awareness to this brigade. It provides its own organic—if you com-
pared it to a brigade combat team today, you would find that they
only have a company or a platoon’s worth of scouts or reconnais-
sance. So we really beefed up the reconnaissance, but we haven’t
increased the number of killing systems within the brigades to any
large extent. The lethality of these brigades is actually going to be
increased because of the ability to find and fix the enemy with this
increased reconnaissance capability, plus the ability to leverage
joint fires—much more capable at leveraging joint fires because of
the more liaison that is built within the staff with the Air Force
to provide lethal fires. Finally, there’s more infantry in it than you
will find in the heavy infantry brigade.

Here we’ve created a modular brigade that is going to be more
capable for the combatant commander and doesn’t require as many
plugs or as much support from a higher echelon as you would find
in our brigades today.

Now, how does that relate to the future?

Senator LIEBERMAN. The size will be the normal size of a bri-
gade?

General CURRAN. Sir, the size of the modular brigades runs
around 3,700 for the heavy brigade; about 3,000 for the infantry
brigade or light brigade. That is compared to today’s BCTs, depend-
ing upon how they’re task-organized, what kind of plugs they get
from other areas, and could be as high as 4,000 or perhaps a little
bit higher.

As we look to the future now, and to the FCS-equipped unit of
action brigade, it’s sized at about 2,900 or a little less, but it’s
equipped with a FCS that Secretary Bolton spoke about.

Senator LIEBERMAN. So it’s smaller because it’s better equipped
and it’s more productive, in a sense.
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General CURRAN. Sir, it is more networked. It has greater infor-
mation capabilities to be able to provide situational understanding
to that force than what you would have today. Now, we are in the
modular design, applying as much as network capability as we can,
given just existing capabilities. But when you move to the future,
it’s going to be even greater. But the real issue about modularity
today, these brigades we are creating, is that they act as a bridge
to the future design and construct. They are more like the FCS-
equipped unit of action than what you would find in today’s bri-
gades. As we move to the end of the decade and we start to bring
on the FCS-equipped unit of action into the next decade, we will
have organizations that are already designed more similar to the
organizations that they will be fighting in the FCS. This will pay
us big dividends in doctrine, organization, and leader development.
We will have soldiers who have already been operating in brigade
organizations that are similar to what they will go to in the FCS.
They will have already started to work with network-enabled capa-
bilities and a greater reconnaissance capability, with UAVs
leveraging joint fires, joint information, surveillance, and recon-
naissance.

Senator LIEBERMAN. Thanks, General.

Let me ask one more question—I don’t want to take too much
time—and give Mr. Secretary or General Casey an opportunity to
respond to my broader concern about the resource constraints and
how we help you meet both the demands of the current situation
for the current force, and not do so in a way that compromises the
future force. Just as in recent years I've been concerned that we
may have been taking risks in the short term to make bigger in-
vestments in the longer term. Now I'm worried that—again, be-
cause we were at war—we’re investing in a kind of modernization
or fixing of the current force. It’s going to cost us so much that
we're not going to be able to invest in the transformation, that I
think we all support, to the future force.

Mr. BOLTON. Let me give you a general answer to that to illus-
trate how we’re doing this already and have been doing it for at
least 18 months. When our new chief came aboard, he asked that
we take a look at technologies ready today. He did not want to wait
for the FCS. He fully supports that and will start working with
that in 2010. But if there’s technology today, put it in the force
today.

Starting in Afghanistan, I sent a colonel to Afghanistan, one of
my folks, a Ph.D. from the Massachusetts Institute of Technology,
and said, “Your job is to be with the soldier. You know the tech-
no&ogy we have that is ready today. Find out what they need
today.”

One of the first things we did over there is put robots in caves.
We wanted to see whether or not there were weapons down in
those wells, and we found some. Some of the Afghani citizens were
not happy when we came in to search houses. The doors were
locked; we blew the locks off, we searched the house, and now the
lock is broken. They’re not wealthy people, and so how do you re-
place the lock? In a short period of time, we found ways of opening
those locks without breaking them, doing the search. Coming out
with that particular activity has resulted in getting, in as little as
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72 hours to as long as 90 days, current technology in the hands of
the combatants today.

Along with that, I turned to the chief, and I said, “We need to
build for you the spiral.” You’re talking about you want to spiral
current technology into the future force, but the 90 days out to a
year, and so we’re starting to do that.

We have a person who works for me, a one-star; his job is to take
a look at the soldier and find out what the soldier needs. I men-
tioned some of this in my opening statement. We call it the Rapid
Fielding Initiative (RFI). Each soldier now is getting the elbow
pads, the knee pads, better night-vision goggles, translators, and a
few other things—a new helmet, so that when you drop down to
shoot the rifle, you can actually see what you’re doing. Others say,
“Well, gee, why haven’t we done this before?” He has about 300 dif-
ferent projects that we put under him that were managed—my
Wordds now—on an ad-hoc, unfocused fashion. Now they are fo-
cused.

But that, back to your point, is changing our current force to the
future force. We watch it very closely. We manage the money that
goes into that very closely. Last year, we outfitted 27,000 soldiers.
This year, it’s 120,000, and we’ll keep that going until we outfit ev-
eryone. It is a constant balance between what do I need for the fu-
ture, what do I need for today, and the resources available. That
is why, since I've been in this position, now going into the third
year, we have terminated some 30 programs. We’ve done that well,
based upon the feedback I've gotten from Congress, industry, and
the Army. That’s to put funds where we need it for the current
force, as well as the future force.

Senator LIEBERMAN. Thank you.

General, did you want to add?

General CASEY. To get to your broader question, Senator.

Senator LIEBERMAN. Go ahead.

General CASEY. You're exactly right. I mentioned in my opening
statement that we’re constantly balancing the current and the fu-
ture. Clearly, the pendulum has swung, as you indicated, from the
future more back toward the current. However, we are going into
this up front with an assumption in our mind that we must main-
tain program stability for the FCS because that is our future. So
that is one of our base planning assumptions. Right now, in this
budget, we are sticking with that and we intend to stick with it be-
cause, as you pointed out, it is our future. If we give up on that,
we might have a more modernized current force, but it’s not the
force we’re going to need in the future.

Senator LIEBERMAN. Thank you very much. Again, we look for-
ward to working with you. We have seen extraordinary demonstra-
tions of American power used in protection of our freedom and in
pursuit of our national values over the last dozen years. Sometimes
some people in the world resent us for our strength, but ultimately
people depend on us, and it’s all that you do. So we thank you for
it, and look forward to helping you continue to do it in a way that
is really unprecedented in human history, and bless you for that.

Thank you.

General CASEY. Thank you, sir.

Senator SESSIONS. Senator Dole.
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Senator DOLE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Gentlemen, the Army National Guard and Army Reserve are
now recognized as essential elements contributing to the Army’s
success. In support of the Army’s transformation, General Blum
has highlighted the National Guard’s plan to transform in step
with the active component. However, the 5th Battalion, 113th Field
Artillery, of the North Carolina National Guard is among 22 other
artillery battalions that will not be upgraded with the high-mobil-
ity artillery rocket system until after 2012. General Casey, to what
extent does the Future Years Defense Program (FYDP) support a
simultaneous transformation of the National Guard and active
component?

If I could mention one other question, as well, for you to respond
to: Will National Guard units and the active component field the
FCS concurrently? If not, will there be a lack of modularity be-
tween the Active and Reserve Forces until all components have
transformed?

General CASEY. Thank you, Senator.

As we look at the Guard and Reserve, and what both Steve Blum
and Ron Helmley have done, they've developed very aggressive
plans to transform both the Guard and Reserve. One of the over-
riding considerations is that we will work toward modular forma-
tions in both the Guard and the Reserve so that we will be able
to plug-and-play Guard under active, active under Guard. You're
going to see some of that in Operation Iraqi Freedom (OIF) when
we have the National Guard divisions that will have active-compo-
nent brigades underneath it.

We are, right now, working with the Guard and the Reserve on
the equipping of these forces, and we are doing that as part of the
program we’re building for 2006 to 2011. We're not finished on
that.

I will tell you that we won’t be able to give everybody all of the
best equipment. That is just a given. There’s just not enough new
equipment to go around, and we can’t afford it all. But I think you
know there are—our 6th Stryker brigade is going into the National
Guard in Pennsylvania. To the best of my knowledge—and you can
help me with this—we have not made decisions on the FCSs, and
when and which unit, Guard units, that will go into.

General CURRAN. Sir, that’s correct. We haven’t made decisions
on the active units yet.

General CASEY. We're just not that far along. But one of our
basic premises is modular formations—active, Guard, Reserve—the
same.

Senator DOLE. The Army’s transformation plan incorporates a
significant restructuring and rebalancing of the force. This appears
to be a complex multidimensional realignment of forces and capa-
bilities between the Service components, military occupational spe-
cialities, and the civilian workforce. Has the Army finalized a plan
for rebalancing capabilities between the active and Reserve? I
think you’ve just addressed parts of this.

Does the FYDP provide the resources to equip, train, and orga-
nize the Reserve component forces affected by the rebalancing
plan? When can we expect to see the details of the Reserve compo-
nents restructuring plan?
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General CASEY. We're probably 90 days or so away from having
the final details of that, but we will complete that as part of our
work on this program. It needs to be locked by about the July time
frame, so, as I said, about 90 days. We will come up and lay out
for everyone the impact on the Guard units and Reserve units in
each of the States.

Senator DOLE. The Heritage Foundation recently published a
study by Dr. Carafano that stated, “breaking the division down into
smaller independent commands will likely require more support
troops than are in the current division design.” General Casey,
could you give us your assessment of how the modular design,
based on units of action, will affect the overall support structure
within the Army? How will the transformation of the support struc-
ture alleviate some of the logistics shortfalls experienced in OIF?

General CASEY. Okay, I'll take that, and T'll pass it off to Mark
here for a second. Clearly, we had some economies of scale when
we kept what we called the enabling forces—the logistics, the sig-
nal, the artillery, the engineers—at division level. Under
modularity, those are all pushed down into the brigades. Keeping
at the division level allowed the division commander to what we
call “weight,” to give additional resources to his main effort, for ex-
ample. So at the brigade level, we will probably see small increases
in the numbers of support forces that are required to fill up those
brigades; however, we believe, when we look at our logistical sys-
tem, that we think we can get it down to the three-echelon logistics
system, rather than a four- or five-level system that we have now.
The brigade will be the tactical level. They will be self-sufficient,
as I mentioned earlier.

The next level will be at probably what we call the corps level
that will link into the theater level and into the tactical level with
the brigades. We think that theater level has got to be a joint thea-
ter level because you don’t see a requirement for an Army theater
of war anymore. It will be a joint theater of war. We think there
are going to be some efficiencies in our logistical formations once
we’re able to work with the other Services and come to an agree-
ment on what this joint logistical footprint looks like in the theater.

Senator DOLE. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. Thank you,
gentlemen, for the tremendous job you’re doing carrying on these
many functions simultaneously.

General CASEY. Did you have something you wanted to add?

General CURRAN. I was just going to add, because General Casey
hit really the high points, that we have a task-force-focused logis-
tics. It’s one of our Army task forces that the chief has initiated,
and they are delving into the improvements we can make from the
lessons learned from OIF, from what we’re doing in modularity to
improve our logistics focus leading to higher-echelon, joint-logistics
capabilities. That’s what we would like to see. Additionally, one of
the things we learned from OIF is that in order to provide the lo-
gistics at the speed at which you have, you have to enable the lo-
gisticians with information systems that permits them to do their
job. We are working that very hard, too, to bring that capability as
a part of this modular effort.

Senator DOLE. Thanks very much.
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Senator SESSIONS. Senator Clinton. If you would like to make an
opening statement, please do.

Senator CLINTON. No, that’s fine, Mr. Chairman, thank you. I
don’t have enough voice to make both an opening statement and
ask questions.

I wanted to pick up where Senator Dole was leading because she
has articulated very well some of the questions that I have. Maybe
we could put it into more of a practical example, which might help
me understand the modular concept as you’re describing it because
I'm very intrigued by it. It sounds as though not only have you
given a lot of thought to it, but certainly, as you describe it, with
full organic and independent capability, and with this ability to be
networked and really be part of the joint theater. I mean, obvi-
ously, that makes an enormous amount of sense.

Let’s, for the sake of discussion, assume that one of these new
modular brigades, say, a heavy brigade, is in a conflict similar to
OIF, and they've crossed the border of an enemy country, and
they're moving on whatever the target is. Now, that modular bri-
gade, which is self-contained, as you have described it, General,
how would that, as you envision it, deal with both the supply chain
and logistical problems that you have discussed? I appreciated,
when General Schoomaker testified before us, his assessment,
which went along with some of the after-action reviews, that there
were some real logistical glitches. You’re now about the business of
trying to figure those out. On the one hand, how does this modular
brigade perform differently or more effectively in conjunction with
whomever on the supply/logistical end?

Then suppose this new modular brigade gets to a target objective
and holds ground where all of a sudden you need military police
(MPs) and civil affairs until something else occurs. Just kind of
give me a more practical, down-to-earth explanation as to how we
can be modular, smaller, more productive, and deal with these con-
tinuing challenges we have.

Either General Curran, General Casey, or Secretary Bolton: I'm
just really curious, because the concept is so attractive, but if I
could just understand it better.

General CURRAN. If you would permit me, I would like to address
the last part of your point first. The brigade has moved, as you've
stated, through a major combat operation, secured its objective,
and is now transitioning into a different mission.

Senator CLINTON. But that happened so quickly.

General CURRAN. It does happen very quickly. The rest of the
modularity story is not just about these modular maneuver bri-
gades, heavy and light. The rest of the modularity story is that
there will be support units of action, or brigades, that are in a force
pool nested at what we call the “unit of employment level,” division
corps or Army of today. These pools of capabilities—MP, aviation,
fires, psychological operations—will be resident and available to be
tailored with the brigade.

As we talked about, we're changing a number of our positions
within the Army, reducing the amount of artillery, and moving to
more resident MPs, civil affairs, and psychological-operations capa-
bilities within the organization. They will fill out and round out the
support units of action. The support units of action are also modu-
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lar in design. A combatant commander can pick and choose from
this pool. “I need this many maneuver units of action. I need this
many protection support units of action or brigades,” which would
include MPs and engineers. “I need this many sustainment units
of action.” From the force pool, the combatant commander will be
able to tailor the force to meet the needs.

If we take OIF as an example, one of these new modular bri-
gades is part of the 3rd ID. It’'s marching on to Baghdad. It arrives
at Baghdad in the force flow. You could have additional support
units of action that are following to flow into theater to meet up
with that brigade. When it transitions to that new mission, it al-
ready will have some embedded capability. It has MPs and it has
engineers already nested within the modular design. What we'’re
speaking about now is really a transition to a stabilization mission,
a peace mission. These will all be nested in modular capabilities at
a higher echelon, but in a force pool that the combatant com-
mander can draw upon.

I wanted to take that part, anyway.

Senator CLINTON. Thank you very much.

Mr. BoLTON. Senator Clinton, if I could add another example,
and really it’s what our sister Services are already doing. The
Navy, for a number of years, if not decades, have used carrier bat-
tle groups, which bring together certain capabilities to effect some
type of capability that the combatant commander wants—will have
X-number of Aegis cruisers, destroyers, attack boats or submarines,
carriers, a mix of aircraft, and so forth.

Back in the mid-1990s, the Air Force went to the expeditionary
air forces, which then took fighters, cargo, tankers, and other as-
sets, both airborne and space-borne, and put them in packages. The
Army is doing a similar thing. But here, the scale is a little bit
larger, particularly when you get onto the ground and particularly
in stabilization situations.

As Mark has already pointed out, there are groups that we will
modularize to take care of stabilization, whether that’s contracting,
setting up infrastructure, the civilian policing forces, opening up
hospitals, libraries, mail service, and roads, and so forth. Once
again, it’s the combatant commander, who will drive this initially,
to say, “This is what I want, and it’s up to us to figure out which
modules we're going to put together to meet that.”

I agree with you, this is an interesting concept. It’s exciting, and
I'm glad to be part of it because some of my folks will be some of
the first on the ground to take care of the infrastructure when we
go into stabilization.

Senator CLINTON. General Casey.

General CASEY. Let me see if I can try it this way. Maybe if I
compared it to the capabilities of a brigade moving on a mission
today, compared to what a modular brigade would do, that would
help out.

If, today, a brigade formation moves, it would have a reconnais-
sance company, a small unit, about 75 to 80 folks, and their job is
to go out and find the enemy and develop the situation. The modu-
lar brigade would have a battalion, about 600 people, doing the
same thing. The current brigade may get some time from a divi-
sion-level UAV to look out in front of them. If they're really lucky,



41

they may have some small UAVs that they can use. In the modular
brigade, the reconnaissance squadron would have its own UAVs
that they would use to develop the situation in front of them. The
target acquisition battalion or element with the artillery would
have their own UAVs to develop targets for the artillery to shoot
at. Instead of sharing time, they have their own, and they have
their own in a way that facilitates the commander seeing the bat-
tlefield at the same time, getting his targets for him.

In the current headquarters, you have attachments showing up—
your civil affairs, your MPs. They don’t normally train together.
Those folks are all built into the new headquarters of the modular
brigade.

In the current brigade, you probably will have an Air Force liai-
son officer and a few small air liaison teams that you share down
to the units. In the current modular brigade, you would have a
joint fires planning cell, with all of the appropriate connectivity to
reach back into the joint fire system. So much better able to see
the battlefield, and to bring joint fires and joint effects into play.

The other thing is, because it has its own enablers, it can operate
over a much wider piece of ground. When the division commander
is trying to control all of his elements, they generally have to stay
in close contact, or at least maintain contact. So it’s a little more
structured.

These modular brigades are designed to operate in a nonlinear
fashion.

Senator CLINTON. It sounds, too, that you've pushed a lot of au-
thority down to the combatant commander.

General CASEY. That’s exactly right.

Senator CLINTON. Which makes a lot of sense. When we visited
with a lot of the commanders when I was there with Senator Reed,
giving them maximum authority to be able to operate was one of
the best things that we did. It was kind of by default in a way be-
cause there was so much unexpected that people ran into.

Do you think, General, it would be possible to give us some sort
of a visual display of this, with sort of the terms and the inter-
connections? It would be helpful to really lay it out because it is
an incredibly creative concept, which I'm very intrigued by. I don’t
pretend to understand it, but you did the best you could to explain
it, for which I'm grateful.

General CASEY. A picture is definitely worth a thousand words.

Senator CLINTON. A picture is worth a lot. Thank you.

Senator SESSIONS. Those were some interesting questions. Along
with the commander at the brigade level, I came away from the
Iraq experience with the belief that the area commander needs
more ability to contract with local people directly. Of course, that
means he has to have money in the pocket, some money to be able
to do things. Most environments into which we seem to be coming
into, you have a situation in which there is some stability on the
scene. In the brigade, would you have any capability? Would any-
one comment on that—for enhanced ability to actually have re-
sources to dispense on short notice, to utilize local people to do
things that are important?

Mr. BOLTON. Yes, sir. In fact, we call them contingency contract-
ing officers. Depending on the situation, a lot of times those officers
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are on the ground before the main unit shows up, to do exactly
what you’re talking about, to get with the locals, figure out who
can bring rocks in to set up a landing zone and so forth. They're
fully trained, and sometimes they even carry cash with them to
start setting those up. It was exactly that way in the operation that
we did in Afghanistan. You didn’t see them, but they were there,
starting to set up that infrastructure. Then as things stabilized,
we, of course, sent in more folks.

That was particularly true in Iraq. When our soldiers had taken
the capital, we sent, almost 24 or 48 hours later, someone over
there to start looking at the contracting. I then took a colonel out
of West Point to ask him to go over there and start setting things
up while I looked for someone to go over there permanently. We
have put those contracts in place, first for the military, and now
we're doing that work for the Coalition Provisional Authority, as
well.

Senator SESSIONS. Do you think, in this future concept, that you
will have institutionalized that process better, so it can be more
natural, and maybe people can be even trained in the pitfalls and
advantages of contracting locally?

Mr. BOLTON. The contracting officers we send are first-branch
qualified. These are soldiers; they’re not folks we just took off the
street from somewhere and put a uniform on them. They under-
stand what it means to be a soldier. I don’t accept folks until
they’ve been in the Army for about 8 years. Thus they’re qualified
first in arms in whatever their branch is, and then theyre trained
as contracting officers. What we will do, as part of modularity and
working with TRADOC, as we build, particularly the support ele-
ments 1s ask: How do we get our folks in there? What lessons have
we learned over the last few years, as well as previous conflicts?
What do we expect in the future? This is slightly out of my lane,
but I work with my counterparts in Special Operations Command
(SOCOM) and special operations—we also have the same thing
there. They occasionally need contracting officers, and my folks are
down there to help them. We will learn lessons from them as well.

But, to your point, we intend to do it much better in the future
by being part of the modularity.

Senator SESSIONS. Thank you.

General Curran.

General CURRAN. Sir, in the modularity design at the unit-of-em-
ployment level, there is a contracting cell that has been mapped
into that organization. What you saw in Iraq was an area com-
mander, a division that is being mapped into the unit of employ-
ment-x (UEx) of today.

The other point I would make—and I should have made this
when I was answering Senator Dole’s question on the logistics
side—is that it’s interesting to note that this notion of modularity
goes back at least to 1995, when TRADOC began writing some doc-
trinal literature about modularity. The first people to pick up on
the modular design were the logisticians. In fact, if you go back
and look at our tables of organization and equipment (TO&Es)
today, you’ll see that at echelons above division, the logistics com-
munity have gone to a modular design. Already, on the logistics
side, there are modules of logistics capabilities that have already
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bfgeﬁ built into the TO&Es of our forces. Contracting would be one
of those.

Senator SESSIONS. I just wanted to drive home the point that I
came away from the Iraq experience and the Afghan experience,
from my observations, with a strong belief that a major contractor,
like Bechtel, might be necessary to bring a power plant or an oil
refinery up. They’re not out in some village 200 miles, 500 miles
away, as the soldiers are already there. They know right then what
needs to be done. It gives them a certain credibility and enhances
their respect in the community if they can say, “We’re going to fix
tﬁis, and we'll pay you to fix this.” I hope you would think about
that.

Let me ask a few more questions: Maybe one of you choose to an-
swer this, and if others would like to contribute—the Army has re-
quested 3.2 billion for the FCS development. The FCS is a network
system of systems comprised of 18 systems, as you noted. However,
there are more than 150 complementary programs which must be
funded. In support of the Army’s future force, we often hear that
Army transformation is more than equipment. What is the Futures
Center’s role in the FCS development?

General Curran, do you believe the user, represented by
TRADOC has an adequate voice in the FCS development? I think
that is important. I asked General Casey the other day. You have
all of this theory and these ideas. We want to be doggone sure the
average soldier knows how to access it and utilize it. Is that part
of what you’ll be working on?

General CURRAN. Sir, it is. The relationship that TRADOC, as
the user’s representative, and the Futures Center have with both
the program manager (PM), and the lead system integrator (LSI),
is hand-in-glove. If you noted, from our remarks, that Secretary
Bolton, in his opening remarks on his discussion of FCS, could
speak eloquently about the required capabilities that that program
is bringing on. That is an indication of the marriage we have be-
tween the requirement, people, us, the users representative
TRADOC, and with the acquisition community that is bringing this
program together.

Specifically, we meet, in some cases weekly to monthly, in inte-
grated concept teams between TRADOC, the PM, and LSI, that are
working every piece-part of the FCS organization. The user rep-
resentative is involved nearly daily with the PM and LSI in bring-
ing these capabilities to the forefront. The decisions that need to
be made with trades and those types of issues are brought to the
user representative, because the user is the one who has identified
and documented what the required capabilities are, the operational
requirements doctrine that outlines what this family of systems is
to bring as a capability to the Army. I would just tell you that I
am very confident that the user is being well-represented with the
PM and with the LSI in making sure that the required capabilities
thSat we need, foresee, and update, are handled by the PM and the
LSI.

Mr. BoLTON. Mr. Chairman, if I could add to that, absolutely
spot on. As we’re developing the requirements that were docu-
mented over 2 years ago, if you had gone to Fort Monroe to
TRADOC headquarters, or out to Fort Knox, the armor school, you
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would have found in those rooms, as our TRADOC colleagues were
writing the requirements, Doctrine Requirement Centers, acquisi-
tion types, testers, logisticians, funds managers, contractors, and
others, all in support of writing this document. That team contin-
ues throughout. The only way we can make the requirement of
having an initial operational capability (IOC) in 2010 is to keep
that team together. That team helped us get through that mile-
stone last year—a record-setting milestone, by the way—and it con-
tinues today. Quarterly, we have a board of directors meeting. The
user is there, all the other folks I just mentioned, and other PMs
who manage things and systems that we need to have a FCS link
to everything. They are there and adjusting their programs and
what their contractors are doing so that we can all be ready to go
in 2010. It is a tremendous effort.

That aside, one of the first meetings I had with the former chief,
General Shinseki, was a meeting to talk about some element of the
FCS. At the end of that meeting, I commented to him, “In the years
that I've been in this part of the business, I had never seen senior-
level attention this early in a program.” Normally, we have very
good people, junior officers or civilians, who lock a program in, do
good work, and then we bring in the colonels and the flag officers
about 5 years down the road after they've locked in about 80 per-
cent of the program. Here we have the senior leadership in the
Army working the issues up front and then working on the require-
ments. I think that is unprecedented, but shows a commitment on
the part of the Army and everyone else to get this done.

Now, our job as a team is to get it done and to go anyplace we
have to go so that in 2010 we can deliver to the soldiers the capa-
bility they need. It is an extraordinary effort.

Senator SESSIONS. Well, I would agree that the top people need
to be involved because they have a lot to offer. I asked, at a school
system in Alabama that has tremendous academics, in a small
town, why it was competing with the best high schools in the state.
I asked this young principal. He said, “The superintendent.” I said,
“Well, what does he do?” He said, “He meets with all the principals
every morning, and we discuss what’s going to be taught, curricu-
lum.” When you have your top people talking to the bottom people
about how to win wars, how to fight and win, and what it takes
to get it to them, that’s better than having bureaucrats up here
and everybody else working it. It’s a good idea.

Let me just briefly ask you a question about this. Last December,
Boeing and the Science Applications International Corporation
(SAIC) as LSI, received a $15.8 billion contract from the Army to
oversee the FCS program through the system development and
demonstration phase. What steps has the Army taken to work
with, but also monitor, the Operating System Incorporated (OSI),
to ensure that FCS stays within cost, achieves key performance pa-
rameters, and meets the schedule?

Mr. BOLTON. On the latter part, we have a measurement system.
We call it “Earned Value Management System”—not new. We do
this all by contract; so while the contractor uses that on a daily
basis to see what progress they’re making on the work that I've
asked them to do, the PM would typically get a monthly summary,
and then quarterly I get the whole thing. I've told my PMs there
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are certain things I'm looking for on that program to chart
progress. Thus far, we're doing very well on that. If we’re doing
well there, then it tells me we’re meeting the objective, and the ob-
jective is to hit a certain requirement at a certain time at a certain
cost.

In addition, this LSI is a new concept for a program this large
for the Army, and so we’ve had considerable thought about that be-
fore we did it. We have looked at it several times afterwards. We
have an independent group right now out at Boeing, almost as we
speak here, and at SAIC, to tell me, “Is this concept the right con-
cept? Can we do it better?”

Now, why are we doing the LSI? The LSI, in my terms, is a gen-
eral contractor. Take a house, for example. You go out and you pick
the very best general contractor you can. You go to him with a
blueprint of the house you want that you got from an architect.
That’s your requirement. You have so much money, and you want
it done in a certain period of time. Then you let him pick the best
trades, the best subcontractors, to get the job done. You periodi-
cally go out there and check on him.

That’s what this LSI has been asked to do. You have a require-
ment coming from TRADOC. You have a certain amount of fund-
ing. You have a time element. Now, go pick the very best contrac-
tors to get the job done.

We went to another transaction authority because I wanted the
very best in this country. That included folks who normally do not
do business with the DOD. This other transaction authority, which
allows us to put a contract in place without all of the rules and reg-
ulations that I would have to live, using the Federal Acquisition
Regulations (FAR)—that is what we have. We have the best. Big
contractors, for sure, but we also have some small contractors. As
an example, iRobot. Most folks haven’t heard about iRobot. But if
you were at the trade center the day after September 11, you
would have found some big contractors, like Raytheon, using imag-
ing, and you would also have found iRobot, with small robots, look-
ing for survivors. They’re on our team now to help us with the un-
manned vehicles and also helped us in Afghanistan last year.

I've talked personally with the senior leadership of Boeing and
SAIC. I've told them that this is the way we ought to go. But both
of us have to understand how this is working for the benefit of the
soldier, as well as the benefit of the shareholders. I'm totally con-
ﬁd(}alnt that I have their commitment to doing this and doing it
right.

Senator SESSIONS. This has potential, and we’ve seen some good
come out of that. But it is critical that we not assume, because
we’'ve got a contractor, we can go away, and the house is going to
end up like we want it. The missus may not be happy when it’s
over. So the intensity of management and the holding their feet to
the fire and watching to make sure schedules are met are impor-
tant.

Alabama has the third-largest number of National Guardsmen
and women activated. Just last week, the adjutant general (TAG)
told me that their recently deploying units received all the gear
that they needed at the maximum-on-the-ground (MOG) station ex-
cept for one soldier, who was so big it wouldn’t fit, and he didn’t
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get to go. But maybe we’re making progress with regard to making
sure that everybody is fully equipped. As a matter of fact, I know
we are.

General CASEY. You can report to any constituents that any sol-
dier going into Iraq for this OIF II rotation will cross the border
with his full body armor on.

Senator SESSIONS. Very good. Senator Lieberman mentioned set-
ting the force as the Army units rotate back from Iraq. There is
going to be a lot of damage and a need and some cost involved in
resetting that force. We understand that most of the cost will be
in the operation and maintenance account as equipment is repaired
and serviced; however, we also understand there will be additional
procurement costs to replace combat losses.

General Casey, can you give us a sense of how many helicopters,
trucks, and other equipment will require repair or replacement,
and where does the Army intend to get this equipment? What’s the
status? We have heard some comments that there are boneyards
for equipment in the theater that need to be fixed. As we learned
from the last Gulf War, that was an expensive process to get our
e}(}ui;?)ment back in first-rate shape. Would you like to comment on
that?

General CASEY. Yes, Senator, I will. Let me just give you a sense
of the combat losses, and then I'll transition to the reset and close
out with Army prepositioned stocks, which I think will get at the
boneyard question you had.

We've lost a total of 41 aircraft, 8 M—1 tanks, 12 Bradleys, and
76 HMMWVs, as an example of the combat losses. Those will all
have to be replaced. We believe, I think rightly, that all of these
losses, as well as the resetting requirements, are war-related ex-
penses. We will seek to pay for them through the provisions of
supplementals that are devoted to the war-related expenses.

For the reset, we have had a triage team there in-theater exam-
ining the vehicles. There were basically two levels—actually, three
levels of reset for ground equipment—and an additional one for air.
The first is what we call 10-20 standards, which is basically a
service, like you take your car in and get a quarterly service. That’s
what that is. The next level was what we called “delayed desert
damage,” and that’s a more intensive inspection to make sure that
we have captured all of the problems on the vehicle or system that
has been caused by spending a year in a harsh environment like
Iraq. The third level is sending it back to depot for an overhaul.
What we’ve been doing is inspecting the vehicles there in-theater,
and, instead of sending it back with the unit, if it needed to go to
depot, it goes straight back to depot. Then the fourth level—this
applies just to aviation—what we call the Special Technical Inspec-
tion and Repair (STIR) program.

General CURRAN. We call it reset now.

General CASEY. No one could remember what STIR stood for, and
now we call it reset, and that’s not an acronym. That’s basically a
program—probably it’s right between the service center and a com-
plete overhaul—but it gets into all of the engines, parts, and
things, and inspects them for desert damage. We make sure that
we're not missing anything in our aviation fleet as we go forward,
Army prepositioned stocks.
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Senator SESSIONS. On the harsh conditions, how much more deg-
radation have the aircraft sustained as a result of that than they
would in normal operations?

General CASEY. I would yield to the senior aviator at the table.

Senator SESSIONS. He should know.

General CURRAN. The damage that they've experienced has been
significant because of the fact that the major combat operations did
not last a long time, and that we were able to ultimately get our
platforms onto some hard stand to operate from; it started to re-
duce that. But every single aircraft that is coming back is going
through a reset. Based upon what the team found when they went
over there, we seem to be falling pretty much in line with what we
expected we would have to do to the aircraft.

The other part of reset, though, includes taking some preventive
measures of the aircraft that are deploying over in OIF II with put-
ting on what we call a “desert kit.” This includes better barrier fil-
ters and some additional kit that we’re putting on the aircraft so
that they do not receive as much damage from the harsh environ-
ment as they would if they didn’t have these capabilities. We think
the desert kits will save us a lot of engines. While those aircraft
were operating over there in the desert sand, we will save some en-
gines in that.

Senator SESSIONS. It’s the sand that does a lot of the damage?

General CURRAN. Predominantly sand, yes, sir.

Senator SESSIONS. Secretary Bolton, have you done any studies
or planning with regard to some of the major reset expenditures as
to whether or not you could also update the equipment and aircraft
to a higher level of modernization at the same time while you're
doing one? Have you done a study, or would that be a good idea
maybe to study now? Because some of them are going to take a lot
of work, and we may see we could upgrade them at the same time.

Mr. BoLTON. Well, that had already been one of our intentions.
That is, we brought equipment back, if we have an opportunity
during the reset, to replace those parts with parts that are more
reliable and upgrade it. That has been nothing new; we try to do
that as a normal course of business. If those are also going back
to the desert, as General Curran just indicated, then are there
things we can do to ease the burden on the troops in the field once
it gets back over there? Desert kits are one. On the ground vehi-
cles, we can put pre-filters on the air filters to filter out some of
that powdery sand before it actually gets ingested in the engine.
We will take a look at all of those. But you’re absolutely right,
when we have the opportunity, we will upgrade those parts.

hGeI‘;eral CASEY. Senator, can I get to your boneyard question
there?

Senator SESSIONS. Please.

General CASEY. We have two of our prepositioned sets still in use
in Iraq. That’s our float prepositioned number three, and our on-
the-ground stocks, number five. Over a third of those are still actu-
ally in Iraq being used by units. The boneyard you referred to is
at the prepositioned site there in Kuwait. We have some 9,000 ve-
hicles that are part of these two sets that have been used and re-
turned in varying states of repair. About a month or 6 weeks ago,
we asked our Army Materiel Command to put a team out there to
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get us an assessment of what it’s going to take to put all of this
back together. That is in process. I would expect to have something
in another 30 days here.

But, again, I point out to you, both of those sets are very much
in use with the forces in Iraq, and we will probably use a good por-
tion of them to set a stay-behind equipment fleet there in Iraq, so
we could just get to the point where we rotate people in and don’t
have to keep shipping equipment.

Senator SESSIONS. Well, that would make some sense to me. I
know the unit out of Foley, Alabama. I was there when a National
Guard unit departed, and they were taking all their equipment.
You wonder if there’s equipment there that they wouldn’t have to
take.

General CASEY. We weren’t able to get it done for this rotation.

Senator SESSIONS. Tell me about this. I know you’ve been work-
ing on it. I know Secretary Rumsfeld and General Schoomaker
have really taken an intense interest in this rotation. It’s a huge
deal. I know a lot of it falls on you; maybe all falls on you. I haven’t
heard any big complaints, so I guess that’s a good sign. So far,
what can you tell me? How is it going?

General CASEY. It’s going very well. It has been a huge effort. It’s
a quarter of a million people going back and forth. It includes the
mobilization of about 70,000 guardsmen and reservists, who have
all been equipped, trained, prepared, and shipped over, in addition
to the active components. You will recall the three enhanced sepa-
rate brigades that are going over. We made it a point to give them
the very best equipment available, this RFI. We gave it to them be-
fore we gave it to the Active Forces. I just happened to be up in
Fort Lewis, Washington, when this 81st Brigade was going through
the warehouse getting their stuff. The looks on these soldiers faces
when they saw they were getting the best that money could buy,
they realized they were into something serious. So well-equipped,
well-trained, all of those three combat brigades have been through
rotations at our Joint Readiness Training Center or National
Training Center, where they replicated the environments they were
going into in Iraq. The mobilization has gone, in my view, very
well. The U.S. Transportation Command (USTRANSCOM) has
done a magnificent job managing the rotation of forces. We are over
the hump here. Last week was really the peak week of movement
back and forth, and we’re really on the downhill side.

The demobilization also continues to go well. We set a standard
at the beginning. Ten days from the day a soldier sets foot on the
ground in the United States, they're off active duty unless they
have some medical problem that requires them to stay longer.
Right now, our average is about 7 or 8 days, so that is also working
very well.

I, like you, judge not hearing anything as being good news, but
we monitor this very closely from the Department of the Army
staff.

Senator SESSIONS. Well, you did one big thing, really important,
which was realizing it was a big deal, and you put a lot of time
and effort and foresight into it. Otherwise, it would not have gone
as well as it has. That’s good planning.
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I would just say, on behalf of the Guard and Reserve, I spent 10
years in the Army Reserve, and we have a lot of great friends still
there, and still a lot of National Guardsmen from my State. They
want to serve. They do not feel they're victims. They want to be
utilized well, and they didn’t want to come home. They wanted to
do something worthwhile. They don’t want to be called up to piddle
around. My little observations about that is, if we could keep those
deployment times down, 9 months, 6 months, 9 months, and do the
premobilization as much at home station as possible, so that a sol-
dier is away from his family closer to 6 months than 13 months,
that is a huge difference—a huge difference for the employer. That
means you have to move more people and has certain cost in it. In
addition, in an active combat situation, you have to do what you
have to do. But in a post-combat hostile environment, to move to
that direction would be something that would play well with our
Guard and Reserve.

For the most part, we have done well with giving them good
work to do, and I certainly believe they have done an excellent job.

General CASEY. If T could, both of the Guard and the Reserve,
Steve Blum and Ron Helmly, are developing rotational packages so
that they’ll be able to tell their guardsmen or reservists which
package they're in. That will allow them to figure out when they're
next up for rotation. We’re working very hard to get this down to
about once every 5 or 6 years.

We'll be able to show you that in about 60 days, and it will be
a paradigm shift that will allow us to bring predictability for the
guardsmen and reservists into this environment of steady-state mo-
bilization we're in.

Senator SESSIONS. Very good. I know, Secretary Bolton, you
talked about, at the beginning, force-protection issues and the im-
portance of that. Is there anything you all would like to add about
assuring the American people that we're doing what we can to
make sure that the soldiers have as much protection as we could
possibly get for them?

Mr. BoLTON. Well, we rely heavily upon the commanders in the
field to tell us what’s going on. We’ve put PMs, acquisition types,
in the field with the combatants. As I mentioned earlier, their job
is to report back what do they need, and to get it to them as quick-
ly as possible. We will pull out all stops to make sure that the men
and women have the protection that they need, both uniform and
DOD civilians. We’ve done a very good job along those lines.

There are, as I've said to industry, two issues in my mind. One
is a tactical one, which means get the stuff and the protection there
now. We're doing it, both land-based and airborne systems. When
this phase is finished, we have a strategic phase, because I'm going
to come back to you and ask a very simple question. The question
is, how do we do what we’ve done over the last 12-plus months in
30 days, the next time this happens, and work through all of the
hurdles between now and then? Because, surely as we’re sitting
here, we will do this again, and some man or woman, one of our
soldiers, will need something that we didn’t anticipate. Things
change. The enemy changes, very adaptive. Thus how do we com-
press this time? It’s just another step in trying to make sure that
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our men and women have the very best throughout the entire en-
gagement.

We're committed to that, and I'm very happy with what has hap-
pened in responding to what the soldiers need on the battlefield.

General CURRAN. Senator, if I might add. As we look to the fu-
ture and the FCS, survivability is one of the key performance pa-
rameters within that program. It is a holistic look at survivability.
It is not just the platform, but it’s the whole system of systems and
its survivability, and how much protection is provided to the force.
Within our logistics arena, we are also looking at our HMMWYV and
cargo fleet, what the required capabilities are going to be in a non-
continuous, nonlinear battlefield, as we know today and into the fu-
ture. We're addressing survivability protection for the soldier in the
future as we are doing it today, as Secretary Bolton spoke to.

Senator SESSIONS. We would like to see this reset. I might ask
you again about how we’re coming with the reset situation. As I
understand, there is money in the account to begin this. Our depots
are not at full capacity, from what I understand. I hope that we're
not allowing this to build up too much in hopes for a supplemental
or something to come down, and we can take it all out of there. I
think Senator Lieberman will be coming back, and I wanted to ask
about the safety of our personnel, and will we be doing any after-
action studies about that?

I have a friend, Sergeant Larry Gill; his father was a police offi-
cer, and he’s now a police officer in Alabama. He was a marine in
Lebanon when the embassy was bombed, one of the first war-on-
terrorism attacks, and received a Purple Heart. Then he went over
with a Guard unit and was pretty badly injured in the lower leg
from a grenade. It seems like there’s a number of lower-leg inju-
ries, and you wonder about things. Can we come up with better
uniforms that have more protection? Maybe it won’t guarantee pro-
tection in a severe attack, but could minimize damages. He’s had
a number of operations, and he’s back at Walter Reed now. Every
little bit helps. Have we given any thought to other more creative
ways that we could make our soldiers safer?

Mr. BOLTON. Yes, sir. I mentioned, in my opening remarks, that
the SAPI plates are protecting the torso from injuries that would
have killed soldiers formerly. As you've just pointed out, soldiers
are being injured, arms and legs and so forth. A bit over a year
ago, we struck a relationship between the Army, academia, and in-
dustry to work nanotechnology—to work down at the atomic level
with materials. One of the aims was to take a look at the materials
we currently use in the body armor and see if we can’t reduce the
thickness of it. Don’t reduce the capability; if anything, increase
the capability, but reduce the thickness.

I'm happy to say we’re making great progress along those lines.
A week or so ago, at one of our conferences, we demonstrated one
of the materials, where you could take a similar thickness—and
this is about the thickness of a couple of T-shirts. You take an
icepick and the normal Kevlar material, and you would go right
through it. With this material, I don’t care how strong you are, you
cannot go through it. What I've asked the folks to do is to take the
inch-thick thickness of the SAPI plate, reduce that to the thickness
of your shirt, and now put it over the entire soldier. That’s one of
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the areas that I think we’re going to be able to work. That will give
us the torso, will give us the arms, and will give us the legs. It
won’t give you 100 percent against all the threat but will greatly
reduce some of the problems we've had and injuries we’ve had.
That’s one area.

The other is the vehicle itself, looking at lighter-weight compos-
ites. One of the problems we had with the armored HMMWYV: great
protection, but you've added a lot of weight, in some cases, as much
as 7,000 pounds worth of weight. If you look at the original
HMMWYV, it was not designed to carry that. Now, the ones coming
out that are manufactured are heavier and bigger suspensions and
so forth. One of the concerns we have from some soldiers who are
there is that they want to be on the offensive, and I would be, too.
If we have an up-armored HMMWYV, on the one hand, you're pro-
tected; on the other hand, you can’t get after the bad guys. So how
do we design a vehicle that allows you to be protected and, at the
same time, have a lot of response? We're looking at materials that
can give equal or better protection, but also lighter for the vehicle.

On your first point, and that’s lessons learned, the leadership we
have in the Army—and this goes across the joint staff and the
other Services, at least in my experience—is, for the first time,
really getting all of the information, or most, on a real-time basis,
with due consideration to security, back to us quickly. We see that
in the Army and how we’ve been able to do the RFI and equipping,
getting the information and getting things to the soldier in a short
period of time. Taking the lessons learned—we just had a group
over there take a look at the helicopters that have been shot down,
what caused it, what can we do, providing that information and
field feedback real-time to the pilots over there, and sharing that
information.

We have developed, over the last year, a concept in the Army we
call the uniform scientist. Their job is to eventually be with the sol-
diers full time—there are some cringes from my colleagues some-
times when I characterize this—in the future, and I call it the
“Spock syndrome.” Anyone who has seen the television or the
movie “Star Trek” knows there’s a science officer onboard. The
science officer’s job is to know the technology of that fleet better
than anybody else, and, to as large a degree as he can, understand
the enemy’s technology, and then, on real-time, advise the com-
mander what to do. That’s what we’re training our folks to do, and
we started that over a year ago.

The difference between what I intend to see happen and that
particular television show is, I want you reporting back to the
States what’s going on, as well, so we can fix the things before we
send the troops over and do that in real time.

So a long way of answering the question, we are taking those les-
sons learned seriously. We are working with the science and tech-
nologists to provide us better equipment as soon as possible.

Senator SESSIONS. General Curran, do you want to comment?

General CURRAN. Sir, if I could add, we in the Futures Center
have been charged to look at how to spiral matured capabilities
into the current force, to address critical capability gaps in the cur-
rent force as they perform their mission. In that process, we leaned
heavily on operational needs statements that come out of theater,
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out of lessons learned that came from the 3rd ID, that came from
all the forces that are participating in OIF, through our Center for
Army Lessons Learned at Fort Leavenworth, through Joint Forces
Command—joint lessons learned. We’re pulling from those joint
lessons learned and packaging those to determine the list of prior-
ities of what are the most critical capability gaps that exist in the
current force.

When you look at that list today, the top of the list is soldier pro-
tection. Second is probably network capabilities. We've really fo-
cused on the top 10 or so. Through the partnership between our
Research and Development Command and with Assistant Secretary
of the Army for Acquisition, Logisitics, and Technology (ASALT),
we give that list to them, and so they’re out actively searching for
what matured capabilities they have that could address that gap.
Then through the vice chief of staff and through the G-3, we've es-
tablished a rapid-equipping force that can quickly, if they can get
it in in 30 days—and that’s almost a criteria; I don’t want to use
this capability unless it’s for a very quick turn—get that kind of
capability into the force. We've used that in addressing things like
IEDs. We have done it for a number of other aspects of using a
rapid-equipping force to get that in. TRADOC’s role is to identify
what the gaps are. We're almost in daily contact with leaders in
the field and working that. We are using the students at Fort Leav-
enworth and in our schoolhouses, who have just returned from the-
ater, and even canvassing them to say, “While you were over there,
it’s fresh in your mind, tell us what kinds of capabilities you could
have used to do your job better.” We are collecting that informa-
tion. It is really information technology that is allowing us to stay
so connected, and we’re leveraging that because, as the Secretary
said, the sharing of information and lessons learned is moving at
much faster pace, and it needs to. We need to leverage that infor-
mation technology to make that happen.

Senator SESSIONS. Well, I will just say this to you. One of the
things that is most commendable about American military is our
intense work on after-action reports and our willingness to learn
from mistakes. That is something to be valued and cherished. Too
often, the old mentalities is you could never admit a mistake; you
couldn’t talk about problems that occurred. I believe we’'ve moved
beyond that. That is why we continue to seem to do better each
time we’re in a hostile environment than the time before. I really
salute you for that.

We have a number of questions that I would like to submit to
you in writing.

This has been a very good exchange. I believe we are on the road
to a continuing improvement. In your statement, Secretary Bolton,
you used the phrase “in the continual transformation.” It will never
end. It will always be a continual transformation. I do respect and
value your decisions. If you have something new that will work
now and will ultimately be part of the FCS, why should we wait?
Why don’t we have it in there now? We use it, we get familiar with
it, and it actually protects or enhances the combat capability of our
soldiers.

Thank you for your excellent testimony. Your written statements
will be a part of the record. We will keep the hearing open for ques-
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tions from other members. Senator Lieberman wanted to get back,
but I understand he has been held up on the floor and will not be
able to make it.

We are adjourned.

[Questions for the record with answers supplied follow:]

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR SESSIONS AND SENATOR LIEBERMAN
ARMY REORGANIZATION

1. Senator SESSIONS and Senator LIEBERMAN. General Casey, we understand that
between fiscal year 2004 and fiscal year 2011, the Army estimates the total cost for
modularity to be $20 billion, including an fiscal year 2005 shortfall of $2.4 billion
identified as part of the Army’s unfunded priorities list. The Army has not provided
an estimate of the costs associated with converting National Guard enhanced sepa-
rate brigades. How does the Army intend to fund the fiscal year 2005 shortfall?

General CASEY. The Army plans to fund the fiscal year 2005 shortfall with supple-
mental dollars in fiscal year 2005. It has been listed and detailed as our priority
on the unfunded requirements list for fiscal year 2005.

2. Senator SESSIONS and Senator LIEBERMAN. General Casey, is this restructure
funded in the Future Years Defense Program (FYDP)? If not, how does the Army
intend to fund the restructure?

General CASEY. Modularizing the Army is not currently funded in the FYDP. To
fund modularization without placing additional risk to current operations or future
force transformation, the Army requires assistance to cover the costs of modularity.

3. Senator SESSIONS and Senator LIEBERMAN. General Casey, what are the deci-
sion criteria for going to 48 active component brigades vice the 43 currently planned
and approved by the Office of the Secretary of Defense?

General CASEY. The decision criteria for going to 48 active component brigades
will be based on the defense strategy and its 1-4—2-1 force sizing construct, regional
combatant commander requirements, and the level of operational commitments we
face in fiscal year 2006, to include the need to generate forces in support of the
Force Stabilization concept and to sustain a forward rotational posture of engage-
ment. The Secretary of Defense will make the final decision to go to 48 brigade units
of action in fiscal year 2006, based on these factors and projected requirements.

4. Senator SESSIONS and Senator LIEBERMAN. General Casey, as we understand
your plan, the Army intends to use existing platforms to equip the additional active
and Reserve component brigades. If you are using existing resources, what makes
these new brigades more lethal?

General CASEY. The lethality of a unit is derived from more than the number of
combat systems it contains. It is derived through the application of available fire-
power, either organic or joint fires, and enablers such as command and control sys-
tems, and multi-source intelligence and reconnaissance capabilities. Improvements
in command and control capabilities and joint integration have multiplied the effec-
tiveness of small, agile land forces and changed the character of tactical and oper-
ational warfare. Consequently, modular units of action (UAs) will have a number
of embedded enablers that will lead to more timely and precise engagements that
yield a desired outcome. Increases in the number of sensors and reconnaissance
platforms allow these units to find more of the enemy sooner, and direct more fire-
power against them from a greater variety of sources. The UA is a more flexible,
adaptive, and self-contained entity, allowing for a more focused package of capabili-
ties that can be applied against a wide array of enemy threats. The Army’s vision
for the future includes improvements not only in combat systems design but also
improvements in soldier and leader training and development, systems integration,
cross-service integration, and command, control, communication, computer, and in-
telligence capabilities, which will all enhance force lethality.

5. Senator SESSIONS and Senator LIEBERMAN. General Casey, are there equipment
shortfalls associated with this restructure? If so, what are they and how do you in-
tend to fund these shortfalls?

General CASEY. Transforming the Army to a modular design will result in dif-
ferent organizational requirements for equipment. Invariably, the Army will experi-
ence some shortfalls. Minimizing these shortfalls is accomplished by starting with
a disciplined requirements process backed by sound analysis, which ensures that we
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provide the right quantities and types of equipment to modular units. Although we
are still analyzing modularity requirements across the force, much work has been
done to date and an emerging equipping strategy has been developed that is de-
signed to maximize combat capabilities across the force at the lowest possible cost.

The first step is to look across the current organization and determine where
equipment can be harvested in support of the modular design. For example, we have
found that as we transform artillery units, almost 75 percent of the total demand
for artillery computers can be satisfied by cross-leveling within the units that are
transforming. In addition to cross-leveling internally, we have also found that there
is some excess equipment external to the transforming units (including pre-posi-
tioned sets and depot stocks) that can be used to resource the modularity effort.

Once we have cross-leveled all available existing stocks, our next step is to refur-
bish non-operational equipment (where possible) and then use that equipment to fill
shortfalls. Depot stocks of the Q-36 Firefinder Radar, for example, can be rebuilt
for a fraction of the cost of new procurement.

A good deal of the equipment required by modular units has already been pro-
grammed for in previous planning periods; adjustments in fielding schedules will en-
sure that those units transforming receive the right equipment at the right time.
When production schedules make that impossible, the Army will selectively author-
ize “in lieu of” items that provide the unit with a “good enough” capability until we
can issue the proper piece of equipment. Eventually, the unit will receive new equip-
n}g{lt, but the Army intends to use new procurement as a last resort wherever pos-
sible.

Transforming the Army to a modular design is a process that will extend from
fiscal year 2004 through fiscal year 2007. Since much of the effort will fall before
our current fiscal year 2006-2011 programming period, and because the Army is al-
ready under considerable fiscal pressure due to ongoing operations, we may have
to ask for external assistance with those resourcing challenges that cannot be solved
by the approaches discussed above. That request for assistance will likely take the
form of a supplemental request where the Army asks for the minimal amount of
new funding required to achieve core essential capabilities.

6. Senator SESSIONS and Senator LIEBERMAN. General Casey, what is the esti-
mated cost to reorganize the Army National Guard to ensure its brigades are simi-
larly designed?

General CASEY. The estimated cost associated with the Army National Guard Bri-
gade Combat Team (ARNG BCT) modular conversion as captured in the fiscal year
2006-2011 Program Objective Memorandum (POM) is $7.944 billion for 33 BCTs.
This cost reflects personnel, training, installation, as well as equipping require-
ments. In terms of equipping, the cost reflects those requirements termed “critical,”
which equates to Base Table of Organization and Equipment (BTOE), combined
with authorized substitute items of equipment, as well as some items of moderniza-
tion.

The BTOE documents the minimum essential personnel and equipment require-
ments for accomplishing the wartime mission. The BTOE does not assure parity of
equipping with the active component force, nor does it assure complete interoper-
ability of the total force. The programmed costs do not reflect the costs associated
with the emerging requirement for the units of employment (UEx) given that the
organizational design has yet to be completed. There are eight UExs to be fielded
into the Army National Guard. The UExs are intended to replace one for one the
eight current divisional headquarters that exist within the ARNG.

The end state for ARNG is 34 brigades. Of these brigades, 33 are being pro-
grammed for funding within modularity. The 34th ARNG brigade or the Stryker
Brigade Combat Team (SBCT), the 56th SBCT Pennsylvania ARNG, is being funded
separately as part of the Army’s commitment to the SBCT program.

7. Senator SESSIONS and Senator LIEBERMAN. General Casey, what is the planned
time line for Army National Guard reorganization?

General CASEY. In 2005, the following units will be converted: 30th Armored Bri-
gade, North Carolina; 39th Infantry Brigade, Arkansas; 81st Armored Brigade,
Washington; and the 34th Infantry Division headquarters, Minnesota.

In 2006, the following units will be converted: 116th Armored Brigade, Idaho;
155th Armored Brigade, Mississippi; 256th Infantry Brigade, Louisiana; 278th Ar-
mored Cavalry Regiment, Tennessee; 1st Brigade, 34th Division, Minnesota; 56th
Brigade, 36th Division, Texas; 35th Infantry Division headquarters, Kansas; and the
42nd Infantry Division headquarters, New York.

In 2007, the following units will be converted: 41st Infantry Brigade, Oregon; 48th
Infantry Brigade, Georgia; 218th Infantry Brigade, South Carolina; 2nd Brigade,
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28th Division, Pennsylvania; 55th Brigade, 28th Division, Pennsylvania; 37th Bri-
gade, 38th Division, Ohio; 28th Infantry Division headquarters, Pennsylvania; and
the 38th Infantry Division headquarters, Indiana.

In 2008, the following units will be converted: 49th Brigade, 36th Division, Texas;
149th Brigade, 38th Division, Kentucky; 2nd Brigade, 40th Division, California; 3rd
Brigade, 42nd Division, New York; 50th Brigade, 42nd Division, New Jersey; 86th
Brigade, 42nd Division, Vermont; 39th Infantry Division headquarters, Texas; and
the 40th Infantry Division headquarters, California.

In 2009, the following units will be converted: 29th Infantry Brigade, Hawaii;
32nd Infantry Brigade, Wisconsin; 45th Infantry Brigade, Oklahoma; 53rd Infantry
Brigade, Florida; 92nd Infantry Brigade, Puerto Rico; 2nd Brigade, 34th Division,
Iowa; and the 29th Infantry Division headquarters, Virginia.

In 2010, the following units will be converted: 76th Infantry Brigade, Indiana;
207th Infantry Brigade, Alaska; 1st Brigade; 29th Division, Virginia; 3rd Brigade,
29th Division, Maryland; 26th Brigade, 29th Division, Massachusetts; and the 66th
Brigade, 35th Division, Illinois.

FUTURE COMBAT SYSTEM

8. Senator SESSIONS and Senator LIEBERMAN. Secretary Bolton, last December,
Boeing and Science Applications International Organization (SAIC), as the Lead
System Integrator (LSI), received a $14.8 billion contract from the Army to oversee
the Future Combat System (FCS) program through the system development and
demonstration phase. There may be a few concerns regarding overall FCS program
management. For example, it appears that the LSI has awarded one of the most
important parts of FCS, the network software, to themselves. Do you believe the
current firewall provides adequate safeguards to assure that the Army and tax-
payers receive the benefits of competition and innovation?

Mr. BoLTON. All FCS firewalls, including Boeing subcontract firewalls were re-
viewed in detail by Tank-Automotive Armaments Command, Army Materiel Com-
mand, Department of the Army (DA) legal departments and PM FCS acquisition
personnel. The reviews concluded that Government Sensitive Information (GSI) and
Competition Sensitive Information (CSI), and resulting information were held in
strict confidence and with suitable safeguards. The U.S. Army’s Office of General
Counsel by direction of 17 June 2003 from Acting Secretary of the Army, R.L.
Brownlee conducted a review to ensure that sufficient firewall safeguards were in
place under the FCS for Boeing and it major subcontractor, SAIC. Although PM
FCS was not provided a written copy of the report, PM FCS is aware of no concerns
expressed as the result of this report. The Warfighter-Machine Interface (WMI) is
the only software application awarded to Boeing entity, The Boeing Company; Mesa,
Arizona. As the Army Acquisition Executive, I personally witnessed the process in
action during the source selection and was continuously apprised of its progress. At
least three independent reviews of the process were conducted and found that the
process had integrity. The Army is satisfied that the process worked.

9. Senator SESSIONS and Senator LIEBERMAN. Secretary Bolton, describe in detail
any firewall protections you have in place for both LSIs and, more specifically, out-
line how those protections will be managed over the life of the program.

Mr. BoLTON. On the FCS Program, Boeing, as the LSI, has procedures and prac-
tices in place to address potential conflicts of interest that might emerge as a result
of operating in the dual roles of source selection authority and competitive bidder.
Boeing has implemented an organizational conflict of interest mitigation plan, in-
cluding the creation of firewalls around certain types of information. Boeing’s estab-
lished firewall procedures cover Government Sensitive Information (GSI) and Com-
petition Sensitive Information (CSI). Boeing requires all employees/managers who
may be involved in the FCS program to acknowledge that they will fully comply
with the applicable firewall restrictions should they have access to GSI or CSI. Ad-
ditionally all employees/managers involved in the evaluation of competitive sub-
contract source selection must sign a separate confidentiality form.

Under the FCS program, the Army recommended that Boeing require Firewall
provisions in subcontracts where access to GSI and CSI will occur. These sub-
contract firewalls establish thresholds to adequately safeguard information on all
levels. In accordance with the Department of Defense best business practices, “fire-
wall” procedures of the LSI and of the major suppliers are documented in writing
and reviewed by the Army to ensure that proper strict segregation of information
is maintained and that a level playing field is preserved.
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10. Senator SESSIONS and Senator LIEBERMAN. Secretary Bolton, we understand
the FCS contract uses “Other Transaction Authority (OTA)” rather than traditional
Federal Acquisition Authority contracting rules. Can you explain why the Army is
using OTA in the management of the contract and how it intends to manage the
program with this authority?

Mr. BoLTON. An OTA was chosen because it provides a continuation of the philos-
ophy used for FCS CTD; a logical extension of effort in transition from the Defense
Advanced Research Projects Agency to the Army and maximizes the flexibility to
implement the FCS functional allocations and to make trades. The Army intends
to transition from an OTA to Federal Acquisition Regulation (FAR) contract for pro-
duction and deployment activities.

What is an 845 Other Transaction?

e Legally binding contractual agreement outside the FAR

e Basic contractual requirements met—meeting of the minds, legal purpose
and exchange of consideration

e Provisions are based on sound business judgment and the needs of the
specific acquisition—not imposed on a one-size-fits-all basis

e Not authorized for production at this time

e Typically cost reimbursement structure—profit allowed

e Variant specifically authorized by statute for prototype procurement

11. Senator SESSIONS and Senator LIEBERMAN. Secretary Bolton and General
Casey, we understand that there are more than 150 complementary programs which
must be funded in support of the Army’s future force and FCS. Some of these pro-
grams are more important than other programs. For instance, the FCS network de-
pends on the Joint Tactical Radio System and the Warfighter Information Network-
Terrestrial for the communications architecture. Many of these complementary pro-
grams are not under the jurisdiction of the FCS program management office. What
steps has the Army taken to ensure these complementary programs are syn-
chronized with the FCS program?

Mr. BoLTON and General CASEY. As part of the joint Army-OSD review and analy-
sis process leading to a successful FCS Milestone B decision in May 2003, it became
clear that, for the FCS program to succeed, other existing programs with systems
essential to the system-of-systems employment concept for the FCS-equipped UA
needed to be synchronized with FCS program development and fielding timelines.
Accordingly, the Army, in coordination with OSD, has developed complementary
systems management processes across multiple organizational levels. Within the
FCS program, the Project Manager, Unit of Action (PM-UA) has partnered with the
LSI to integrate complementary programs into the overall FCS program. Two types
of arrangements are used as the primary mechanisms for ensuring synchronization
when the FCS program identifies an existing or developmental program as having
applicability to FCS—associate contractor agreements (ACAs) and memorandums of
agreement (MOA) or subordinate MOAs (SMOA). To secure contractor-to-contractor
synchronization, the LSI develops ACAs with the prime contractor for each identi-
fied complementary program. To ensure government-to-government synchronization,
Program Executive Office, Ground Combat Systems (PEO-GCS) develops MOAs
with other Program Executive Offices (PEOs) responsible for respective complemen-
tary programs and PM-UA develops SMOAs with program managers (PM) respon-
sible for respective complementary programs. Within the Army, the Deputy Chief
of Staff, G8 and Military Deputy, Assistant Secretary of the Army (Acquisition, Lo-
gistics, and Technology) have established a complementary systems management
and oversight process documented in a memorandum of agreement (MOA) signed
in August 2003 [This is currently under revision to include the TRADOC Futures
Center as “tri-chair” at every level of the synchronization effort]. This MOA estab-
lished an Army Complementary Systems Synchronization Integrated Process Team
(IPT) to synchronize the network, survivability, lethality, sustainability and training
aspects of FCS with 1-, 2-, and 3-Star General Officer Steering Committees (GOSC)
for review and approval of synchronization recommendations. Synchronization IPT
recommendations that include adjustments to complementary program funding,
scheduling, or performance requirements are provided to the Army Acquisition Ex-
ecutive (AAE) for review or resolution prior to implementation. Within OSD, FCS
Defense Acquisition Executive Summary (DAES) reporting is now grouped together
with key complementary system program DABS reporting to the DAB [i.e., FCS is
now grouped together with Joint Tactical Radio Systems (JTRS), Warfighter Infor-
mation Network-Tactical, Distributed Common Ground Station-Army]. If an FCS—
UA Complementary System synchronization issue resides external to the Army and
cannot be solved at the PEO level, the Army’s Complementary Systems Synchroni-
zation IPT will meet with additional members included to represent their respective
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services/OSD organizations, as required. Once alternatives are assessed, the Syn-
chronization IPT presents its recommendations to the AAB in preparation for con-
vening an Overarching IPT (OIPT) or joint OIPT, depending on the issue, to assess
and present a recommended course of action (COA). If the COA can be effectively
instituted at the OIPT level, the DAB will be notified of the decision. If consensus
cannot be reached, the OIPT will recommend convening a special DAB to bring the
issue to closure.

12. Senator SESSIONS and Senator LIEBERMAN. Secretary Bolton and General
Casey, can failure to fund these programs derail any future system of system re-
views for the FCS program?

Mr. BOLTON and General CASEY. The Army recognizes the importance of key com-
plementary programs to the development and fielding of FCS—especially those sup-
porting the FCS Network. Perturbations in any of these programs, whether due to
resourcing adjustments or other causes, could incur unique impacts to the FCS Pro-
gram, to include possible schedule impacts, requiring individual assessment and res-
olution. Accordingly, the FCS Program has established a robust risk mitigation
strategy for those critical technologies and complementary systems that are on the
FCS critical development path. The FCS Program is mitigating these technical risks
through employment of a formal risk management process with OSD/DA oversight
and through documentation of customer-supplier relationships with FCS technology
suppliers through written Technology Transition Agreements (TTA).

The FCS Risk Management Program Plan lays out the methodology and processes
used to manage programs for both FCS core critical technologies (CT) and FCS com-
plementary programs (CP). Risk mitigation plans (RMP) have been developed, or
are in the process of being developed, that address both technology maturation risk
and system/system-of-systems integration risks into the FCS Family of Systems
(FoS) and the greater UA at the system-of-systems level. Where applicable, these
RMPs contain technology “off ramps” or “tollgates”—specific decision points and cri-
teria where decisions would potentially be made to use alternate, less risky (and po-
tentially less capable) technologies and technology development and integration
strategies—or, in the case of complementary programs, alternative complementary
programs. Decisions to use these “off ramps” or “tollgates” will be made based upon
cost, schedule, performance, and/or technology maturity criteria, and are included
in many of the on-going trade studies. The FCS program will execute the off ramps,
as needed, when building the program technical baseline. However, the overriding
consideration to any decision to execute an “off ramp” is to understand that the
focus ultimately is not on these technologies or CPs and their respective alternatives
(taken individually)—but in how each impacts the overall performance of the FCS
system-of-systems construct.

13. Senator SESSIONS and Senator LIEBERMAN. Secretary Bolton and General
Casey, the FCS network is the key aspect of the program that will make the current
and future units of action more lethal and capable. Unfortunately, the two programs
which will provide the communications backbone for the network, the Joint Tactical
Radio System, and the Warfighter Information Network-Terrestrial, are not part of
the FCS program. Are these two programs fully funded in the fiscal year 2005 budg-
et request?

Mr. BoLTON and General CASEY. The Joint Tactical Radio System and the
Warfighter Information Network-Tactical are fully funded in the fiscal year 2005
budget request.

14. Senator SESSIONS and Senator LIEBERMAN. Secretary Bolton and General
Casey, recently, an Army general stated that the Army and industry must do every-
thing possible to give FCS capabilities for soldiers fighting terrorism now rather
than waiting until 2010 when the Service will field the first FCS-equipped unit.
What are the costs associated with accelerating these technologies, and are they
funde?d in the fiscal year 2005 budget request? How will this effect the FCS pro-
gram?

Mr. BoLTON and General CASEY. Our materiel acquisition leadership understand
the need to accelerate FCS and other future force technologies quickly into the cur-
rent force to improve overall capabilities now rather than waiting until 2010. As
such, on a case-by-case basis, we do intend to look at the capability gaps that are
emerging from current operations and take steps, where possible, to take FCS devel-
oping technologies and platforms and insert them where they, in fact, could fill
these capability gaps early. Currently, because we are still in the process of identify-
ing those FCS technologies and systems with the most potential for acceleration, we
have not yet developed specific acceleration costs. As a result, these costs could not
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be included in the fiscal year 2005 budget request. Once technologies are identified
for acceleration, we will take a holistic approach to determining what adjustments
may need to be made to the FCS Program or other Army development programs
to both accelerate designated technology and platform maturation as well as the
fielding of these capabilities early to the current force.

15. Senator SESSIONS and Senator LIEBERMAN. Secretary Bolton, General Casey,
and General Curran, we understand that the Army and the LSI are currently con-
ducting trade studies for the final design of the FCS. When does the Army intend
to make the final decision regarding these trade studies and at what point do these
decisions impact the program schedule?

Mr. BoLTON and General CASEY. Trades have been scheduled and prioritized
based on need to support program decisions. Objective 3 is to have all identified
trades completed by Preliminary Design Review (April 2005); some which do not
have significant design implications could stretch slightly beyond.

General CURRAN. The Army and LSI are not conducting assessments of “final de-
signs” at this time. We continue collaborating on design concepts leading to a few
long-lead decisions needed by the Army, and to produce threshold design concepts
for use at the design concept review to be conducted this summer. The Training and
Doctrine Command (TRADOC) is an active participant and on track to support this
effort and all associated technical and program reviews. The Department of Defense
acquisition philosophy and FCS program describe a consistent and continuous defi-
nition of requirements. The FCS program is using the Joint Requirements Oversight
Council-approved Operational Requirements Document (ORD) as the baseline for re-
quirements. We are now updating the document based upon thresholds that were
collaboratively developed by the Program Manager and LSI. Trade-off analysis and
studies and trade-off determinations will influence the feasibility of these require-
ments thresholds. Future updates and the continued refinement of requirements
will be timed to support key program milestones such as the Preliminary Design
Review next year; the Design Readiness Review (Critical Design Review), in 2006;
and the Initial Production Decision (IPD), 2008. “Lock-in” of requirements occurs at
IPD with the capabilities production document (CPD) for the production of systems
for the first FCS-equipped unit of action.

STRYKER

16. Senator SESSIONS and Senator LIEBERMAN. Secretary Bolton and General
Casey, last year there was some doubt surrounding the Department’s support for
the Stryker Brigade Combat Teams (SBCT) 5 and 6. However, the Secretary of De-
fense recently approved an Army plan which enhances the aviation, fire support,
computer networks, and sensor capabilities of SBCTs 5 and 6, and retrofits brigades
1 through 4 with newer technology as it becomes available. Are these enhancements
funded in the fiscal year 2005 budget request and the FYDP? What is the cost? If
not, how does the Army intend to fund these enhancements?

Mr. BoLTON. The Army’s enhancements for SBCT 5 and 6 are designed to make
the brigade more combined arms capable and joint interoperable. Sensors and shoot-
ers are key. Enhancements will augment capabilities in the areas of aviation, fires,
network communications, and sensors. For aviation, the Army’s original proposal
was to field a package of 12 Comanche helicopters to SBCT 5. With the recent can-
cellation of the Comanche program, the aviation addition to the SBCT enhance-
ments is being revisited. In the area of fires, the Army is fielding the Lightweight
(LW) 155 mm howitzer to SBCT 5 in fiscal year 2006, SBCTs 1-4 in fiscal year
2008, and SBCT 6 in fiscal year 2009. The LW 155 provides a lighter, more
deployable, more mobile, more responsive, self-locating, digital firing platform that
will fire precision munitions (Excalibur). Network communications enhancements
include the fielding of Secure Mobile Anti-Jam Reliable Tactical Terminal (SMART-
T) Satellite Communications terminals to each SBCT between fiscal year 2005 and
fiscal year 2007, 53 Tactical Operations Centers (TOC) to TOC JTRS for each SBCT
that will be fielded between fiscal year 2007 and fiscal year 2009, and the single
Shelter Switch Base Band Node (SSS-BBN), Wide Area Network (WAN) that will
be fielded to SBCTs 5 and 6 in fiscal year 2006 and fiscal year 2007. The research,
development, test, and evaluation (RDT&E) and initial procurement for a 10-meter
sensor mast for the brigade were also added. The mounted mast increases the
SBCT’s capability for target acquisition and identification from concealed positions.
On December 8, 2003, the acting Secretary of the Army, Chief of Staff of the Army,
and the Deputy Chief of Staff, G-8, briefed the Secretary of Defense on the Amy’s
proposed enhancements for SBCTs 5 and 6 as described above. The Secretary of De-
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fense approved the Army’s plan for the enhancement of the 5th and 6th SBCTs and
authorized the Army to spend fiscal year 2004 funds on these brigades.

The cost of these enhancements of SBCT 5 and 6 are fully funded as described
in POM for fiscal years 0205—09. The retrofits of SBCT 1-4 are also funded for LW
155, SMART-T, and JTRS. The SSS-BBN and mounted mast enhancements for
SBCTs 1-4 are being addressed in POM 06-11.

General CASEY. The Army’s enhancements for SBCT 5 and 6 are designed to
make the brigade more combined arms capable and joint interoperable. Sensors and
shooters are key. Enhancements will augment capabilities in the areas of aviation,
fires, network communications, and sensors. For aviation, the Army’s original pro-
posal was to field a package of 12 Comanche helicopters to SBCT 5. With the recent
cancellation of the Comanche program, the aviation addition to the SBCT enhance-
ments is being revisited. In the area of fires, the Army is fielding the LW 155mm
howitzer to SBCT 5 in fiscal year 2006, SBCTs 1-4 in fiscal year 2008, and SBCT
6 in fiscal year 2009. The LW 155 provides a lighter, more deployable, more mobile,
more responsive, self-locating, digital firing platform that will fire precision muni-
tions (Excalibur). Network communications enhancements include the fielding of
five SMART-T Satellite Communications terminals to each SBCT between fiscal
year 2005 and fiscal year 2007, 53 TOC (Tactical Operations Center) to TOC JTRS
for each SBCT that will be fielded between fiscal year 2007 and fiscal year 2009,
and the SSS-BBN, WAN that will be fielded to SBCTs 5 and 6 in fiscal year 2006
and fiscal year 2007. The RDT&E and initial procurement for a 10-meter sensor
mast for the brigade were also added. The mounted mast increases the SBCT’s ca-
pability for target acquisition and identification from concealed positions. On De-
cember 8, 2003, the Acting Secretary of the Army, Chief of Staff of the Army, and
the Deputy Chief of Staff, G-8, briefed the Secretary of Defense on the Army’s pro-
posed enhancements for SBCTs 5 and 6 as described above. The Secretary of De-
fense approved the Army’s plan for the enhancement of the 5th and 6th SBCTs and
authorized the Army to spend fiscal year 2004 funds on these brigades.

The cost of these enhancements of SBCT 5 and 6 and the retrofit of SBCT 1 thru
4 is $962 million.

All of the enhancements for SBCTs 5 and 6 are fully funded as described in the
POM for fiscal years 2005-2009. The retrofits of SBCT 1-4 are also funded for LW
155, SMART-T, and JTRS. The SSS-BBN and mounted mast enhancements for
SBCTs 1-4 are being addressed in POM 06-11.

MOBILE GUN SYSTEM

17. Senator SESSIONS and Senator LIEBERMAN. Secretary Bolton and General
Casey, we understand the Army has procured almost half of its Stryker vehicles
under a low-rate production contract and will make a full-rate production decision
this spring for the infantry combat vehicle variant. The Mobile Gun System (MGS)
variant is currently in testing. Can you provide us with an update on the current
status of MGS testing and whether the MGS will meet the Army requirement?

Mr. BoLTON and General CASEY. MGS testing is currently on track to support a
low rate initial production decision by September of this year. The limited user test
we had planned to conduct in September 2003 was postponed because of user con-
cerns with system performance. We have since rectified these issues, with the excep-
tion of auto-loader reliability, which we expect to finish and demonstrate this week.
Following the correction of these issues, the MGS successfully completed the first
of a two-part force development exercise, which consisted of a live-fire exercise at
Fort Lewis, Washington, in January. The next part is a force-on-force exercise
scheduled for the end of this month at Fort Polk, Louisiana. We expect the MGS
to perform well in this exercise. In addition, production qualification testing is over
50 percent complete and is ongoing at Aberdeen Proving Grounds, Maryland; and
Yuma Proving Grounds, Arizona; as we speak. We expect to complete this testing
in July 2004. To answer the second part of your question, the basic requirement for
the MGS is to put a hole in a concrete wall through which infantry can pass. The
MGS has shown that it can do this.

18. Senator SESSIONS and Senator LIEBERMAN. General Curran, has the Army ex-
plored alternatives that would meet the requirements for MGS should the platform
fail testing?

General CURRAN. We continue to have full confidence in the MGS. However, an
alternative that would meet the requirements for MGS, should the platform fail
testing, is the use of an Anti-Tank Guided Missile (ATGM) variant with a Tube-
Launched, Optically-tracked, Wire guided (TOW) missile with bunker busting muni-
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tion. This ATGM variant is currently in use in Operation Iraqi Freedom and proving
to show some measure of success against the aforementioned target types. Addi-
tional analysis will be needed to refine this alternative should the need arise.

LESSONS LEARNED FROM OPERATION IRAQI FREEDOM

19. Senator SESSIONS and Senator LIEBERMAN. General Curran, the deployment
of the first SBCT in northern Iraq not only provides a unique capability for the Cen-
tral Command but also provides the Army with an opportunity to test both near-
and far-term operational concepts. Can you give us a sense of how lessons learned
from Operation Iraqi Freedom (OIF) are influencing near- and far-term operational
capabilities and requirements for SBCTs?

General CURRAN. The Stryker has demonstrated its ability to be a highly reliable
combat vehicle. It has been able to rapidly reach its destination and deliver soldiers
rested and able to execute dismounted operations. With the organic equipment
issued in the SBCT it is capable of interacting with all Army forces. Additionally,
the SBCT in Iraq has been asked to cover an area of 450km x 150km which exceeds
the expected doctrinal distance of 100km x 100km. Accordingly, this increase in bat-
tle-space has created a communication connectivity challenge. The planned enhance-
ments/retrofits aligned with networks and sensors will focus on improving com-
mand, control, and communications thus, mitigating this challenge in the far-term.

We continue to analyze the organizational construct to glean lessons to be spiraled
either into other current force units, or into the future force. Examples include posi-
tive impacts of robust reconnaissance assets and increased situational awareness at
lower tactical levels. We are also looking hard, from a Stryker platform perspective,
at metrics such as the operational readiness rate and the mean miles between fail-
ure because of the unit’s high operational tempo. Additionally, insights drawn from
Operation Iraqi Freedom provide anecdotal underpinnings and support for many Fu-
ture Combat System-equipped unit of action concepts and requirements such as
Blue Force Tracking. Improvements will continue to be made based upon what we
learn and will be applied accordingly to current or future force designs.

20. Senator SESSIONS and Senator LIEBERMAN. General Curran, how will these
same lessons learned inform the design of the FCS-equipped unit of action?

General CURRAN. The Army maintains an in-theater presence through the Center
for Army Lessons Learned to capture lessons learned. Additionally, through inter-
face with many stakeholders, including U.S. Central Command, we are able to draw
insights from both Operation Enduring Freedom and Operation Iraqi Freedom. So
far, the lessons learned have served to anecdotally underpin or support many future
force unit of action and FCS concepts and requirements. Additionally, lessons
learned have also influenced some refinement of concepts and requirements such as
how to detect and neutralize improvised explosive devices, and our approach to mine
detection concepts and requirements.

Within the Training and Doctrine Command, the Futures Center, Unit of Action
Maneuver Battle Lab, and others are reviewing lessons learned for application to
concepts, Operational and Organizational plans, requirements documents, and oper-
ational architectures that support the unit of action integrated processes to identify
gaps in concepts and requirements. Lessons learned have already informed the de-
sign Ff the future force and will continue to be examined for application to the fu-
ture force.

RESURRECTION OF PROGRAMS

21. Senator SESSIONS and Senator LIEBERMAN. Secretary Bolton and General
Casey, last year the Army cancelled 24 systems and restructured another 24 more
in order to fund Army transformation. With the Army at war, new Army leadership
has decided that the cancellation of programs in the current force had gone too far
in some instances and has chosen to resurrect some of those programs. Chief among
these is the M1A2 System Enhancement Program (SEP) tank. Are there other pro-
grams that the Army is also considering resurrecting?

Mr. BoLTON and General CASEY. No. The Army is not considering further ground
system modernization/recapitalization beyond 3rd Armored Cavalry Regiment
(BACR) modernization efforts.

The Army is currently executing affordable Abrams Tank and Bradley Fighting
Vehicle (BFV) programs that provide selected armored forces within the Counter-
attack (CATK) Corps (4th Infantry Division, 1st Calvary Division, and 3ACR) with
superior technology and a digitally enhanced warfighting capability. Most recently,
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the Army decided to continue recapitalization of the Abrams Tank in support of the
3ACR modernization. 4ID and 1CD will be equipped with M2/2A3 BFV, while 3ACR
will be equipped with the M2/3A2 OIF BFV configuration. Procurement funding
supporting 3ACR modernization is fiscal year 2004 through fiscal year 2006.
Mé?%SEP and M2/3A2 OIF fielding for 3ACR will occur in 1QFY2006 through
2 2007.

22. Senator SESSIONS and Senator LIEBERMAN. Secretary Bolton and General
Casey, how does the Army intend to solve the combat identification problem to pre-
vent or minimize fratricides?

Mr. BoLTON and General CASEY. We have fielded thousands of quick fix combat
identification devices to the deployed forces supporting Operation Iraqi Freedom/Op-
eration Enduring Freedom (OIF/OEF), and we continue to work hard in the develop-
ment of more advanced combat identification solutions. One of our primary concerns
is the capability of solutions to work in a joint, multifaceted operational environ-
mental (ground-to-ground, air-to-ground, ground-to-air, and air-to-air). We recently
conducted a three-star general officer level Army/Marine Corps board including par-
ticipants from all Services to review combat identification. Based on their rec-
ommendations, we are beginning a joint effort with the Marine Corps to determine
the best solution set and investment strategy for the future combat identification
needs of both Services. Our view continues to be that the cornerstone of an effective
combat identification solution is a combination of improved situational awareness
and target identification. Technology is important. We are making significant in-
vestments in combat identification in the technology base, but other elements, such
as doctrine, training, tactics, techniques and procedures, organizations, and leader-
ship are also important pieces. The joint effort we have undertaken with the Marine
Corps will consider all of these elements. Regarding OIF/OEF, we have redirected
significant funding from other Army programs over the past two years to provide
thermal and infrared combat identification devices to forces in Iraq and Afghani-
stan. These devices enable forces equipped with forward-looking infrared (FLIR) and
night vision devices to identify other friendly forces. Our budget request includes
funding to continue fielding these devices to new force rotations deploying to the
Iraq and Afghanistan theaters. We are also leveraging the combat identification ca-
pabilities of digitized systems and improved optical systems. We have integrated the
Force XXI Battle Command Brigade and Below system with satellite-based blue
force tracking to provide situational awareness information for key leaders in Army,
Marine Corps, and coalition ground units in Iraq and Afghanistan. Fratricide pre-
vention training has been ingrained into institutional, individual, and collective unit
level training environments. To sharpen soldier visual identification skills, we have
issued an interactive vehicle-recognition training device called Recognition of Com-
bat Vehicles (ROC-V). ROC-V is a computer-based training system that soldiers
may use to improve on individual vehicle identification skills. We consistently up-
grade and expand the library of vehicle images in ROC-V. The fielding of improved
optical systems that incorporate advanced FLIR technology, such as Second Genera-
tion FLIR, Long Range Advanced Scout Surveillance System (LRAS3), and Thermal
Weapon Sights (TWS) enable soldiers to detect and visually identify ground targets
with greater fidelity and at greater ranges than was ever possible in the past. We
will continue to give this problem the highest priority until we have the right set
of solutions in the hands of soldiers.

23. Senator SESSIONS and Senator LIEBERMAN. Secretary Bolton and General
Casey, will the Army resurrect the Battlefield Combat Identification System pro-
gram that the Army cancelled in prior years?

Mr. BoLTON and General CASEY. The Army does not plan to resurrect the Battle-
field Combat Identification System (BCIS) program. The BCIS program was can-
celled primarily due to affordability concerns associated with the following factors:
cost of the basic hardware (B—Kit); cost to integrate the system on vehicles (A-Kit),
particularly the Abrams and Bradley; and the large number of vehicles we would
have to equip to ensure that the system would be effective from an operational
standpoint. While we have no plans to resurrect the BCIS program, we continue to
have interest in the millimeter wave technology that was developed in the BCIS
program, and continue to pursue a millimeter wave-based combat identification con-
cept, along with other technology concepts, in the technology base. This millimeter
wave technology base effort, called Battlefield Combat Identification Device (BTID),
was initiated in 2001 prior to the cancellation of the BCIS program as part of a Coa-
lition Combat Identification Advanced Concept Technology Demonstration (CCID
ACTD). The CCID ACTD is focused on developing combat identification solutions
that are more affordable than BCIS and which are interoperable without NATO al-
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lies. BTID prototypes are currently undergoing government technical testing in the
CCID ACTD and will undergo operational demonstrations in fiscal year 2005 along
side similar millimeter wave candidates developed by the United Kingdom and
France. Our fiscal year 2005 budget request includes technology base funding re-
quired to support the United States share of the operational demonstrations, as well
as research, development, test, and evaluation funding to support cost-reduction ef-
forts on BTID. Results from the operational demonstrations will be used by the
Joint Forces Command to render joint military utility assessments on each nation’s
system. The assessments will assist in the Army’s determination of any future ef-
forts on BTID.

24. Senator SESSIONS and Senator LIEBERMAN. Secretary Bolton and General
Casey, does the Army intend to continue to limit recapitalization and selective mod-
ernization of equipment to two divisions and the armored cavalry regiment of the
counterattack corps or will that program be extended to the rest of the force?

Mr. BoLTON and General CASEY. Yes. The Army continues to limit recapitaliza-
tion and selected modernization efforts. The Army is not considered further ground
system modernization/recapitalization beyond the already identified two division
and the 3ACR modernization efforts.

Most recently, the Army decided to continue recapitalization of the Abrams Tank
in support of 3ACR modernization. 3ACR will be equipped with the MIA2 SPOE
tank commensurate with the 1st Cavalry Division (1CD) and 4th Infantry Division
(4ID). 4ID and 1CD will be equipped with the M2/3A2 Operation Iraqi Freedom
BFV configuration. Procurement funding supporting 3BACR modernization is fiscal
year 2004 through fiscal year 2006. MIA2 SEP and M2/3A2 OIF fielding for 3ACR
will occur in the first quarter fiscal year 2006 through the second quarter fiscal year
2007.

CURRENT AND FUTURE ARMY REQUIREMENTS AND PRIORITIES

25. Senator SESSIONS and Senator LIEBERMAN. Secretary Bolton, General Casey,
and General Curran, in your professional judgment, does the Army’s current re-
quirements determination and prioritization process meet the needs of the Army?
If not, how do you intend to address your concerns?

Mr. BoLTON and General CASEY. Yes, the Army develops and prioritizes its
warfighting requirements utilizing the processes outlined in the Joint Capabilities
Integration and Development System. The Army’s requirements determination proc-
ess will provide a current and future army capable of success in any contingency
from humanitarian assistance to full tactical operations in joint and combined envi-
ronments. The Army’s process will be responsive to the urgent material require-
ments of the deployed warfighter, as well as project the full set of doctrine, training,
leader development, organizational, material, and soldier requirements for the Army
to be mission capable in current and future operations.

General CURRAN. Yes, it does. Within the TRADOC, the Army Futures Center will
lead the Army in developing all aspects of doctrine, organization, training, materiel,
leadership and education, personnel, and facilities (DOTMLPF) solutions to meet
the requirements of a modularized Army.

To fully realize the contribution of Army capabilities to the joint fight, we now
work through the Joint Capabilities and Integration and Development System
(JCIDS) to articulate Army capability requirements. JCIDS is the top-down process
involving functionally-focused teams centered on developing required capabilities
and effects rather than systems. TRADOC executes the JCIDS process by analyzing
Army warfighting concepts derived from strategic guidance, the Joint Operations
Concept and subordinate joint operating, functional, and integrating concepts. These
concepts describe how the future force will operate, the conditions and environment
in which it must operate, its required capabilities in terms of missions and effects,
and its defining physical and operational characteristics. We analyze these required
capabilities to isolate the tasks, conditions and standards that the force must per-
form. We assess these tasks to determine gaps in capability that pose sufficient
operational risk to constitute a capability need requiring a solution.

Our challenge is to identify desired warfighting capabilities and balance the appli-
cation of resources between current modernization and the future force. Through the
Futures Center we develop a broadly based integrated vision of future requirements,
both Army and joint. We integrate the development of Army and joint doctrine for
needed capabilities, and support the Army in resource development and in the ac-
quiring the DOTMLPF means of producing capabilities. Current and future combat-
ant commanders require that these capability and prioritization decisions be made
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in a joint context, informed by our Nation’s goals and objectives. The Department
of Defense, with the Army in full support, continues to fine tune the planning and
programming processes so that prioritization decisions support both current and fu-
ture operations, and most importantly, in a joint context. We are aggressively seek-
ing analysis, backed with the best joint experimentation, combined with threat as-
sessments to drive our decisionmaking processes.

26. Senator SESSIONS and Senator LIEBERMAN. Secretary Bolton, General Casey,
and General Curran, what impact have the lessons learned from Operations Endur-
ing Freedom and Iraqi Freedom had on near- and far-term requirements?

Mr. BoOLTON and General CASEY. The Army has systematically captured all
emerging requirements from OIF/OEF operations and is currently analyzing them
across all Doctrine, Training, Leader Development, Organizational, Material, and
Soldier (DTLOMS) domains. All requirements will be operationally based, and joint
capabilities focused, as they are developed to support the combatant commander’s
operational capabilities gaps. A material requirement will only be developed for a
capability gap only after all DTLOMS solutions are deemed unable to solve the re-
quired capability.

General CURRAN. The Army maintains an in-theater presence through the Center
for Army Lessons Learned to capture lessons learned. Additionally, through inter-
face with many stakeholders, including U.S. Central Command, we are able to draw
insights from both Operation Enduring Freedom and Operation Iraqi Freedom. The
SBCT provides a good example of the impact of lessons learned. The Stryker has
demonstrated its ability to be a highly reliable combat vehicle. It has been able to
rapidly reach its destination and deliver soldiers rested and able to execute dis-
mounted operations. With the organic equipment issued in the SBCT it is capable
of interacting with all Army forces. Additionally, the SBCT can conduct information
and voice information exchange with other services command, control, communica-
tions, computers, intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance (C4ISR) equipment
at varying levels depending on distance.

We continue to analyze the SBCT organizational construct to glean lessons to be
spiraled either into other current force units, or into the future force. Examples in-
clude positive impacts of robust reconnaissance assets and increased situational
awareness at lower tactical levels. We are also looking hard, from a Stryker plat-
form perspective, at metrics such as the operational readiness rate and the mean
miles between failure because of the unit’s high operation tempo. Finally, insights
drawn from Operation Iraqi Freedom provide anecdotal underpinnings and support
for many Future Combat System-equipped Unit of Action concepts and require-
ments such as Blue Force Tracking. Improvements will continue to be made based
upon what we learn and will be applied accordingly to current or future force de-

igns.

So far, the lessons learned have served to anecdotally underpin or support many
future force UA and FCS concepts and requirements. Additionally, lessons learned
have also influenced some refinement of future force concepts and requirements
such as how to detect and neutralize improvised explosive devices, and our approach
to mine detection concepts and requirements.

Within the Army Training and Doctrine Command, the Futures Center, Unit of
Action Maneuver Battle Lab, and others are reviewing lessons learned for applica-
tion to concepts, operational and organizational plans, requirements documents, and
operational architectures to identify gaps in concepts and requirements. Lessons
learned have already informed the design of the future force and will continue to
be examined for application to the future force.

27. Senator SESSIONS and Senator LIEBERMAN. Secretary Bolton, General Casey,
and General Curran, have these lessons learned had an impact on Army priorities?

Mr. BoLTON and General CASEY. Certainly, Since September 11, 2001, the Army’s
top priority has been to win the global war on terrorism. The experiences from the
last 2V%2 years have refined specific priorities, to which the Army has responded. As
we prepared for Operation Iraqi Freedom, the Army established priorities for sup-
plemental funding to address urgent operational needs, such as Interceptor Body
Armor, the Rapid Fielding Initiative, and Blue Force Tracking. Since then, our focus
has shifted to the stabilization effort in Iraq and force protection, such as
Uparmored High Mobility Multi-Wheeled Vehicles, Aviation Survivability Equip-
ment, and Add-on Ballistic Vehicle Armor. In each of these areas, the Army has ad-
justed its priorities within its base budget to expand and accelerate fielding of these
key programs. Major high priority initiatives captured in the Army Focus Areas—
the Soldier, Modularity, Active Component Rebalance, and Force Stabilization-Zero
provide the changes necessary for the Army to successfully execute the global war
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on terrorism while ensuring our ability to provide the commanders of tomorrow with
Joint and Expeditionary Forces with campaign qualities.

General CURRAN. Yes. Generating more combat power, and thereby increasing ro-
tational forces, is the Army’s top priority. The lessons learned from recent and ongo-
ing operations highlight the need to address this priority. Accordingly, the Army is
creating modular brigade sized organizations to increase combat power and move us
in the direction of Future Combat Systems equipped units of action. The Army is
also implementing lessons learned to improve the training and design of future
Army Aviation forces.

Lesson learned encouraged us to reinvigorate training to ensure all soldiers em-
brace the warrior ethos. Lesson learned informed the rebalancing of Active and Re-
serve Forces to enhance the capabilities of both. Lessons learned are helping us to
reset the force in order to best prepare for the future during this time of dynamic
activity and change. Lesson learned guide us in our continuous improvement of
leader development and education systems to better train, educate and grow leaders
that are the centerpiece of a joint and expeditionary Army with campaign capabili-
ties. Finally, lessons learned from OEF and OIF have highlighted both opportunities
and needs for enhancing current forces while providing insights for future force de-
velopment.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR JAMES M. INHOFE
END STRENGTH

28. Senator INHOFE. General Casey, a lot of controversy has surrounded the dis-
cussion of adequate end strength. As I understand the proposal from the adminis-
tration, you plan to dramatically reorganize the Army while fighting this global war
and do all of it with a temporary increase of up to 30,000 active duty soldiers. You
plan to convert up to 10,000 soldier jobs to civilian jobs and you plan to pay for all
of this with supplemental funding, which is never assured until it is passed. I am
concerned that we are trying to do too much with too few resources. I have been
told by several leaders in the Pentagon during my time in Congress that underfund-
ing defense is easier to deal with than volatile up and down funding that leads to
wasted money over time. Are we setting the Army up for this unsure, volatile fund-
ing by relying on supplementals to pay for reorganization and temporary troop in-
creases?

General CASEY. The increase in authorized end strength is directly related to the
global war on terrorism and is being made under emergency authority. Because the
increase is temporary, we believe the supplemental appropriations are a proper
funding approach. We are funding the military to civilian conversions from the base
budget. We understand that we are taking on a lot and that there is potential for
volatile funding conditions, but we cannot afford not to undertake these efforts now.
The temporary increase and military to civilian conversions give us the flexibility
to reorganize our combat formations. They are essential to our efforts to win the
globdal war on terror and provide the combat ready ground force that the joint team
needs.

29. Senator INHOFE. General Casey, how confident are you in the accuracy of the
cost estimates you project for the reset and reorganization of your forces? Are we
going to see you cut modernization programs to pay for this reorganization over
time if you get the cost estimates wrong?

General CASEY. The Army Staff, commanders in the field, and our training and
doctrine community are working hard to get this right. We are fairly confident in
our estimates and are continually fine-tuning them as plans evolve. We plan to use
supplemental funding to pay for this effort to the degree it is related to the global
war on terrorism. Clearly, reset is part of that effort. Reorganizing these units at
the same time makes good fiscal sense and prepares them for any future missions
for which we need them. We're constantly balancing the needs of the current force
with the future. Modernization programs are key to our future force, and we do not
intend to cut them.

FORCE STRUCTURE

30. Senator INHOFE. General Casey, as part of your plan to restructure the Guard
and Reserve you are going to reduce the force structure and keep the end strength.
This sounds like a good plan. Do you plan to keep the Reserves fielded with the
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latest equipment under this new plan so that we do not create a have and have not
situation?

General CASEY. The Army has maintained a high operational tempo because we
are a fully engaged, ready, relevant, and reliable force supporting the Nation’s glob-
al war on terrorism. Since recent world events indicate that the Army will continue
to be engaged in and support a wide variety of contingency operations, equipment
modernization and sustainment efforts must be a high priority in order to continue
to successfully meet the full spectrum of operations. The Army’s Reserve compo-
nents provide essential support and critical expansion capability to enable the Army
to sustain itself over any duration across the full spectrum of military operations.
The increased operational tempo throughout all Army components and the limited
new equipment procurement funding requires that the Army prioritize new equip-
ment procurement to best meet the current and emerging world threats. Balanced
modernization is part of the overall strategy for weighing current requirements
against the need to transform continually to meet the changing world threats. It is
critical that new equipment programmed for the Army Reserve is procured and dis-
tributed as planned. New equipment procurement funding is limited, but the Army
will continue to equip and modernize its Reserve components along a timeline that
ensures equipment remains interoperable and compatible with the active component
and to keep pace with the Army’s ongoing transformation efforts through new equip-
ment procurements, the redistribution of equipment from the active component, and
the recapitalization or rebuilding existing systems.

FUTURE COMBAT SYSTEM

31. Senator INHOFE. General Curran, during my trip to California last week I saw
your plans for the FCS. I am very impressed with the direction the Army is headed.
My only concern is with survivability. How do you plan to provide adequate protec-
tion of soldiers in support vehicles in this new system?

General CURRAN. Survivability of FCS is framed in the FCS Survivability key per-
formance parameter (KPP) as a holistic approach that includes, but is much broader
than ballistic protection. The KPP approved by the Joint Requirements Oversight
Council states:

Increment 1: The FCS Family of Systems (FoS) must provide essential protection
to mounted and dismounted soldiers through the best combination of ground and
air systems. Rationale: FCS-equipped unit of action characteristics of tactical disper-
sion and rapid offensive maneuver demand superior FCS FoS survivability against
lethal and non-lethal threats. Integrated survivability of the FCS FoS must provide
essential protection to soldiers while they perform their mission of seeing first, un-
derstanding first, acting first, and finishing decisively. Soldiers and leaders must be
able to see themselves, the enemy, and the environment. The holistic system of sys-
tems survivability concept uses active and passive capabilities to see the enemy, ma-
neuver out of contact, and destroy the enemy at extended ranges or in close contact.
Cornerstone enabling capabilities include networked battle command, integration of
signature management, active and passive protection systems, Land Warrior, early
and long-range acquisition and targeting, network lethality, obscurants, dash speed
and degradation of enemy detection and targeting.

The focus is on protection of soldiers through active and passive capabilities. The
holistic system of systems survivability concept uses active and passive capabilities
to provide manned FCS crews as much, if not more, protection than current systems
with the exception the passive defense capabilities of the M1 Abrams tank; however,
the M1 is not invulnerable, either. The FCS ORD and the FCS Program system-
of-systems specifications include specific thresholds for Manned Ground Vehicle
(MGYV) ballistic threats. Each FCS manned system must provide a best combination
of detection avoidance, target acquisition avoidance, hit avoidance, ballistic protec-
tion, and kill avoidance. Specific metrics include protecting crews and passengers
from life-threatening incapacitation resulting from: 14.5mm; 30 mm against frontal
60-degree arc; rocket-propelled grenade (RPG); ATGM; and high-explosive/high-ex-
plosive anti-tank (HF/HEAT), as a threshold capability, and kinetic energy (KE) ef-
fects, as an objective capability.

32. Senator INHOFE. General Curran, the combat vehicles like Non-Line-of-Sight
Cannon (NLOS-C) have what seems to be adequate armor protection but the resup-
ply vehicles that bring the beans and bullets to the front line don’t. Why?

General CURRAN. The future joint operational environment will be non-contiguous
and have no “front lines.” Essential to the survivability of our forces will be superior
situational awareness and decisionmaking, based on advanced C4ISR capabilities
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embedded at all levels. Blue Force Tracking during Operation Iraqi Freedom pro-
vides a glimpse of the power of a networked force.

Survivability is much broader than ballistic protection; the focus is on protection
of all soldiers, including those who “bring the beans and bullets.” Adequate armor
protection is only one part of survivability. Extensive, passive, heavy armament pro-
tection of all manned platforms is neither feasible nor affordable for a balanced, ef-
fective force. The Army has been and will remain a hybrid force with a mix of plat-
forms for maneuver and support forces and protection for each will be addressed.
The design of future forces consists of a careful balance of transportability, lethality,
interoperability and survivability.

The FCS remains the material centerpiece of the Army’s future force commitment
and will reduce the presence of soldiers required to perform sustainment functions.
However, even if FCS meets all expectations, we will remain a hybrid force for the
foreseeable future, and we continue to seek ways to improve all of the platforms we
will operate. What we seek in the future is to prevent the past disparity in protec-
tion between vehicles designed for combat and those intended for support. Solutions
will exist across the doctrine, organizations, training, material, leadership and edu-
cation, personnel and facilities.

Throughout, soldiers will remain the centerpiece of our formations. Embedding
the warrior ethos during initial military training is an example of a non-material
solution to improve soldier protection. The effects of changes in organizations, mate-
rial, doctrine and facilities are additive. Those of training are multiplicative. Those
of leadership are exponential. Simultaneous consideration of current and future re-
quirements will be the integrating mechanism in all our change processes. Change
is already underway at the Combat Training Centers (CTC). In very short order,
the threat environment has been transformed to reflect the complexity and ambigu-
ity experienced by our deployed forces, not only at the Joint Readiness Training
Center, but also at the National Training Center.

NON-LINE-OF-SIGHT CANNON

33. Senator INHOFE. General Casey, after the cancellation of Crusader in 2002,
Congress passed a law that required the fielding of an NLOS-C system no later
than 2008. Plans that I have seen do not field a cannon in the traditional sense of
fielding by 2008. They show a pre-production model being produced in 2007 as part
of a prototype unit.

But neither the current budget for fiscal year 2004 nor the President’s budget re-
quest for fiscal year 2005 seems to fund this strategy. The current acquisition con-
tract has no provisions in it to produce such a unit. I am told that a letter recently
sent to Congress asks the committees to consider the production of a prototype to
be the “fielding” mandated by law. The current program plan, contract, and funding
seem inconsistent with each other and the law.

It seems to me that asking the committees to change what the law means by
“fielding” is counterproductive and will only delay the program. Shouldn’t the Army
be devoting its resources to resolving the technical issues and actually complying
with the law, rather than trying to change what the law means?

General CASEY. The objective of the FCS program is to field an integrated combat
capability at the unit level as opposed to developing individual systems. Central to
this approach is the integrated development and acquisition of sensors, unmanned
air and ground systems, and manned combat systems working together and con-
nected by a network that provides increased combat effectiveness. The Army and
the entire FCS development team are engaged in executing the integrated schedule
and work plan that will achieve the objective of fielding transformational integrated
capabilities in the shortest possible time.

34. Senator INHOFE. General Casey, why aren’t the resources needed to do this
included in the President’s budget for fiscal year 2005?

General CASEY. The NLOS-C is an integral and vitally important part of FCS.
Accordingly we have made it the lead system of the FCS family of manned ground
vehicles. It is the Army’s position that embedding NLOS—C funding within the over-
all FCS program as approved by Congress in the fiscal year 2004 budget, enables
the FCS system-of-systems approach. This plan includes completing requirements
and functional reviews in 2004, completing preliminary design in 2005 and pre-pro-
duction design in 2006, leading to assembly and delivery of the initial pre-produc-
tion NLOS-C in fiscal year 2007. The Army’s three primary manned ground vehicle
industry partners for FCS—Boeing, General Dynamics, and United Defense—sup-
port this approach.
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The NLOS-C funding profile, to include fiscal year 2005, is in accordance with
the above strategy. Again, if this approach is not acceptable to Congress, the Army’s
only recourse is to seek congressional relief from the law.

35. Senator INHOFE. General Casey, is there a way to satisfy the requirements
of the ?law in regard to this stage of the program without changing what the law
means?

General CASEY. No. To separate NLOS-C from the overall FCS development, at
this time, would be detrimental to the complex integration effort so critical to the
success of the FCS program. The NLOS—C design would not be compatible with the
integrated architectures, to include sustainment, developed specifically for the unit
of action. In order to fully field a system in the traditional sense would cause the
creation of a new cannon program.

36. Senator INHOFE. General Casey, what are your plans for the funding stream
for the NLOS-C?

General CASEY. The funding stream necessary to support development of the
NLOS-C as part of FCS system-of-systems development effort within the FCS devel-
opment and demonstration phase is in accordance with the fiscal year 2005 Presi-
dent’s budget.

STRYKER BRIGADES

37. Senator INHOFE. General Curran, I am going to Iraq to see the Stryker bri-
gade. I supported the development of the system. However, I have been concerned
that the brigade does not have a self-propelled artillery piece. The system in place
is towed while the rest of Stryker is self-propelled.

Before Secretary Rumsfeld would support the last two Stryker brigades he chal-
lenged the Army to go back and enhance the capability for the 5th and 6th Bri-
gades. The Army submitted a report that included Comanche as one of the proposed
enhancements. With Comanche gone, it seems the addition of a self-propelled artil-
lery system would be a capability. Is there a plan to provide an upgrade in capabil-
ity to the Stryker brigade?

General CURRAN. Planned enhancements to the Stryker brigades will incorporate
still-developing technologies in the areas of aviation, fires, network communications,
and sensors. The first enhancement will be to the communications networking in
order to enhance satellite communications by offering high-speed compatibility and
interoperability with the joint forces. Another enhancement will be to improve sen-
sor capabilities within the Stryker brigade by adding 10-meter masts on Stryker ve-
hicles. The masts will allow soldiers to employ the sensor system from a concealed
position and identify targets up to 10 kilometers away. The next generation en-
hancements to communications and sensors will improve soldiers’ abilities to con-
iiuct command and control, communications, logistics, target acquisition and intel-
igence.

Further, Stryker brigades 1 through 4 will each have 12 M—198 155mm howitzers.
Army’s current plan is that Stryker brigades 5 and 6 will be enhanced with 18 of
the new lightweight 155mm howitzers followed by retrofits to SBCTs 1-4. The Army
does not currently plan to provide a self-propelled howitzer capability within the
Stryker brigades. Rotations for both Stryker brigades 1 and 2 to our National Train-
ing Center and Joint Readiness Training Center validated that the current in-lieu-
ofs (M198 howitzers) provide the necessary fires capability required for the Stryker
brigades. Most important, the Army continues to review performance of the Stryker
brigades in order to identify necessary enhancements, as evidenced by the decision
to apply selected enhancements to brigades 5 and 6, then retrofit the fleet. We will
continue to do so in the future.

38. Senator INHOFE. General Curran, which enhancements are funded and which
enhancements are not funded?

General CURRAN. The Army’s enhancements for SBCTs 5 & 6 are designed to
make the brigade more combined arms capable and joint interoperable. Sensors and
shooters are key. Enhancements will augment capabilities in the areas of aviation,
fires, network communications, and sensors. For aviation, the Army’s original pro-
posal was to field a package of 12 Comanche helicopters to SBCT 5. With the recent
cancellation of the Comanche program, the aviation addition to the SBCT enhance-
ments is being revisited. In the area of fires, the Army is fielding the LW 155mm
howitzer to SBCT 5 in fiscal year 2006, SBCTs 1-4 in fiscal year 2008, and SBCT
6 in fiscal year 2009. The LW 155 provides a lighter, more deployable, more mobile,
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more responsive, self-locating, digital firing platform that will fire precision muni-
tions. Network communications enhancements include the fielding of five SMART-
T Satellite Communications terminals to each SBCT between fiscal year 2005 and
fiscal year 2007, 53 TOCs to TOC JTRS for each SBCT that will be fielded between
fiscal year 2007 and fiscal year 2009, and the SSS-BBN, WAN that will be fielded
to SBCTs 5 and 6 in fiscal year 2006 and fiscal year 2007. The RDT&E and initial
procurement for a 10-meter sensor mast for the brigade were also added. The
mounted mast increases the SBCT’s capability for target acquisition and identifica-
tion from concealed positions. All of the enhancements for SBCTs 5 and 6 are fully
funded as described in POM 2005-2009. The retrofits of SBCT 1-4 are also funded
for LW 155, SMART-T, and JTRS. The SSS-BBN and mounted mast enhancements
for SBCTs 1-4 are being addressed in POM 2006-2011. On 8 December 2003, the
acting Secretary of the Army, Chief of Staff of the Army, and Army G—8 briefed the
Secretary of Defense on the Army’s proposed enhancements for SBCTs 5 and 6 as
described above. The SECDEF approved the Army’s plan for the enhancement of the
5th and 6th SBCTs, and authorized the Army to spend fiscal year 2004 funds on
these brigades.

39. Senator INHOFE. General Curran, doesn’t something like the NLOS-C make
sense as part of the enhancement package? It would give more crew protection and
a much smaller crew size as well as increased lethality. Why can’t an early version
of NLOS-C be part of that enhancement?

General CURRAN. Although the capabilities of the NLOS-C will be exceptional,
and are appealing as a component of the Stryker brigade, fundamental to all our
design efforts is the need to field effective systems of systems. The NLOS-C is an
important component of the FCS and shares common FCS characteristics in areas
such as communications and sustainment. The technical and support characteristics
of the Stryker units are different than the characteristics of the NLOS-C system.
Mixing the two types of systems, NLOS-C and Stryker, within one organization
would reduce the capabilities of their respective families due to incompatibilities in
force structure, sustainment, and communications. The Army would face significant
demands on resources in order to redesign NLOS-C and Stryker platforms to make
them compatible within their respective families of systems. In order to balance risk
across the Army, early versions of NLOS-C will not be part of Stryker brigade en-
hancements.

[Whereupon, at 4:09 p.m., the subcommittee adjourned.]
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OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR JEFF SESSIONS,
CHAIRMAN

Senator SESSIONS. All right. We will commence our meeting, and
we will have some other Senators join us before the subcommittee
is concluded.

Today, the Airland Subcommittee meets to receive testimony
from a distinguished panel of witnesses to discuss those aviation
programs which this subcommittee has oversight responsibility. We
are pleased to have John Young, the Assistant Secretary of Navy
for Research Acquisition and Development; Dr. Marvin Sambur,
the Assistant Secretary of the Air Force—we are glad you are here.
Vice Admiral John Nathman, Deputy Chief of Naval Operations for
Warfare Requirements—it is good to see you. Lieutenant General
Michael Hough, the Deputy Commander of Marine Corps for Avia-
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tion; and Lieutenant General Ronald Keys, the Deputy Chief of
Staff of the Air Force for Air and Space Operations.

Thank you, gentlemen, for taking time out of your schedule to be
with us. We do have an oversight function, and we need to talk
about some of the significant programs that are ongoing.

Tactical aircraft from the Navy, Marine Corps, and Air Force
have delivered spectacular performances in Operation Enduring
Freedom (OEF) and Operation Iraqi Freedom (OIF). Air supremacy
was never challenged in these operations, giving our ground forces
freedom to maneuver, while also being able to call on our air assets
to deliver precision-guided munitions (PGMs). These weapons have
allowed our aircraft to stand off, beyond the range of lethal surface-
to-air defenses. Instead of multiple aircraft being required to de-
stroy a single target, now a single aircraft has the capability to de-
stroy multiple targets.

I want to extend my sincere appreciation to the brave men and
women who have flown these missions, and to all those who sup-
port them. In fact, we seek not just air superiority but air domina-
tion. It is key to our whole defense strategy, it seems to me, and
I am glad that we will have the opportunity to discuss whether or
not we can maintain that.

With the exception of the new F/A-18 Super Hornet, which first
saw combat in Operation Iraqi Freedom, these missions were flown
with legacy aircraft, most designed in the 1970s. New aircraft are
in varying stages of development to replace these aircraft. The F/
A-22 Raptor is in low-rate production and is preparing to begin its
initial operational test and evaluation.

The Joint Strike Fighter (JSF) is in system design and develop-
ment. Further on the horizon are the joint unmanned combat air
systems (JUCAS), whose concepts are being explored by the De-
fense Advanced Research Projects Agency (DARPA). One of the ca-
pabilities that is key to enabling not only our tactical aircraft, but
also our long-range strike and mobility aircraft, is the aerial refuel-
ing delivered by a fleet of tanker aircraft. The subcommittee is in-
terested in hearing about the progress of our programs’ production
rates to restock our inventories of precision-guided weapons, and
progress to capitalize our fleet of tanker aircraft.

In a hearing later this month, on March 30, the subcommittee
will review the status of Army aviation programs. Last year, when
this subcommittee received testimony, we were told the F/A—22 was
going to begin its initial operational test and evaluation in October
2003. At that time, production deliveries of the aircraft were be-
hind the contractual delivery dates by eight aircraft, and the air-
craft was experiencing software stability problems. The JSF was
starting its design reviews. The Navy and Air Force were on inde-
pendent tracks in concept exploration for unmanned combat aerial
vehicles (UCAVs). The subcommittee was aware that the Air Force
was negotiating a proposal to lease KC-767 tanker aircraft, but no
proposal had been submitted. So much has changed in this past
year, and this hearing will be an opportunity to bring us up-to-
date.

So thank you, again, gentlemen, for your service to your country.
I have been thoroughly impressed with the intensity of interest,
time, and effort everyone in the Defense Department has given to
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supporting our men and women in uniform in combat. You are
making incredible sacrifices, also, to make sure that those soldiers,
sailors, airmen, and marines have the finest equipment as soon as
possible.

I want to thank Senator Lieberman for his service as the ranking
member on this subcommittee. He has a long history of dedicated
service to the Senate. He has the respect of Senators on both sides
of the aisle, and he is an expert and most knowledgeable on de-
fense matters, and been most supportive of defense matters. It has
Jilust been a pleasure for me to work with him and to learn from

im.
Senator Lieberman.

STATEMENT OF SENATOR JOSEPH 1. LIEBERMAN

Senator LIEBERMAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for your kind
words. I wish you had had a vote in the Democratic presidential
primaries. [Laughter.]

But getting back to the subject——

Senator SESSIONS. You are right about that.

Senator LIEBERMAN. Thank you. It has been a great honor to
work with you, in truly bipartisan fashion, on this subcommittee to
(siupport our national security and the people who protect us every

ay.

I want to join you in expressing gratitude to the witnesses for
being here today, but also, through them, to pay tribute to the ex-
traordinary heroism, professionalism, and effectiveness of the coali-
tion Armed Forces presently engaged in Iraq. All those who are
serving our country in the Middle East right now really represent
the bravest and the brightest that our country has to offer. It
makes our future a lot safer and better than it would otherwise be.

It is against that backdrop of active duty, of continued bravery
and exemplary performance, that you have convened this session,
Mr. Chairman, of the Airland Subcommittee, to discuss the present
and future of our aviation programs. It is an exciting and inspiring
backdrop, indeed, and it does remind us every day, as I know it re-
minds those who are our witnesses today, of the importance of
what we do. In this case, we have the honor and the opportunity
in this subcommittee to begin, for the Senate and Congress, delib-
eration on matters that ultimately will result in lives saved, though
that may be years down the road, in conflicts, some of which we
can foresee today and others that are beyond our imagination. So
this is important work that we are honored to be involved in.

To that end, I appreciate the opportunity to speak to, listen to,
and ask some questions of the witnesses. I want to mention a few
of the areas that I am interested in. Some overlap with what the
chairman has said.

I do note, with dismay, that the testing of the F/A-22 Raptor has
been delayed yet again. I have been a strong supporter of this pro-
gram as long as I have been here in the Senate. Last year at this
time, the Air Force was predicting that the program, which is so
essential to our continued American air superiority, would start
operational testing and evaluation in October of last year. Since
that time, there have been continuing problems with the F-22 in
two major areas. First, delayed aircraft deliveries have slowed the
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progress of the development testing leading up to the initial oper-
ational test and evaluation. Second, problems with the aircraft’s
software have apparently proven harder to correct than antici-
pated. I want to hear from our witnesses today about how we are
doing on both of those programs, and I hope that we will have some
good news.

Third, I am troubled that the JSF may have hit a snag since last
year. The concerns that were expressed at the comparable hearing
about a potential weight problem apparently have become real, and
I do want to talk about that. It is also not encouraging that we are
only 2 years into the system development and demonstration phase
of the program, and are presented with a cost increase that is esti-
mated from $33 billion to more than $40 billion for development of
the JSF. Such price inflation also usually means, unfortunately,
that there will be increases in recurring production costs. In the
threat environment we are operating in and the always constrained
resource environment, we have to ask some important questions
about that.

Whichever the case, I really would urge the Services and the con-
tracting team to do everything it possibly can—I am speaking here
of the JSF—to fix the problem now, in such a way that it will not
create a bow wave of further complications as we approach delivery
dates. Hasty weight-reduction fixes that I have seen in my time
here have been responsible for substantial cost increases in other
aircraft developments later in the programs. I do not think any of
us want to see that history repeated in the JSF program, which
really is a very exciting transformational airplane.

Was it Benjamin Franklin who said, “Haste makes waste?” But
if not, it should have been. [Laughter.]

But the point is that we really need you to get this fixed now,
aild then go forward together to develop this extraordinary air-
plane.

Once again, I thank you, and I look forward to your testimony.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator SESSIONS. Very good. We do have some questions to ask
about those programs, and I thank you for those comments.

Let’s see, I believe Secretary Young and Secretary Sambur, you
were going to present the statements. If you would do that, then
we will ask some questions.

STATEMENT OF JOHN dJ. YOUNG, JR., ASSISTANT SECRETARY
OF THE NAVY FOR RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, AND ACQUI-
SITION; ACCOMPANIED BY VADM JOHN B. NATHMAN, USN,
DEPUTY CHIEF OF NAVAL OPERATIONS FOR WARFARE RE-
QUIREMENTS AND PROGRAMS; AND LT. GEN. MICHAEL A.
HOUGH, USMC, DEPUTY COMMANDANT FOR AVIATION,
HEADQUARTERS

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. Chairman, Senator Lieberman, it is a great
privilege to appear before the subcommittee to discuss the status
of Navy and Marine Corps aviation programs and the fiscal year
2005 budget request. Admiral Nathman, the Deputy Chief of Naval
Operations for Warfare Requirements and Programs, and Lieuten-
ant General Hough, the Deputy Commandant for Aviation, are
with me today on behalf of the Department of the Navy.
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Your Navy and Marine Corps team, as you noted, has performed
in an exceptional manner in Operations Enduring Freedom and
Iraqi Freedom that, last year, underscored the high return on your
investment in combat readiness, our people, and our unique mari-
time warfighting capabilities. The fiscal year 2005 request includes
funds for 108 aircraft, reflecting our continuous successful efforts
to increase the number of aircraft we are purchasing to recapitalize
our fleet. Within these efforts, it is also important to improve how
we buy aircraft and combat systems to recapitalize tactical avia-
tion.

Congress’ steady calls for jointness and discipline in acquisition
in support of new initiatives has enabled the Department of the
Navy to take a different approach to contracts. I would like to em-
phasize some key examples.

Congress’ support of multi-year contracts for the F/A-18E/F, KC—
130d, and the E-2C have allowed us to stabilize budgets and work
with our industry partners to control costs. The Department has
also worked to link incentives to performance in order to measure
and reward performance and focus management attention on prob-
lems. Such incentives have helped the H-1 upgrade program re-
cover from the Nunn-McCurdy breach. In new contracts, we have
also worked to shift fees to the later phases of a program when we
can appropriately measure and reward results.

Secretary Sambur and I have worked together successfully on
the Joint Tactical Radio System (JTRS), JSF, C4I systems, and
other programs to create jointness in common programs between
the Air Force, Navy, and Marine Corps.

The fiscal year 2005 President’s budget request balances contin-
ued recapitalization by obtaining new capabilities, and reducing op-
erating costs, while simultaneously sustaining the legacy fleet of
aircraft that are performing magnificently in current operations.
We have also sought to fully fund our aircraft production programs,
while adding funds to develop important new capabilities, such as
JSF, the advanced Hawkeye, the E/A-18G, and the multi-mission
maritime aircraft (MMA).

The JSF, as you noted, will provide our Naval Forces with great-
er survivability, commonality, range, and capability. The air sys-
tem preliminary design review was completed in June 2003. The
first F-135 production engine successfully began tests in October
2003. The short takeoff and vertical landing (STOVL) lift system
will begin testing in April 2004. Over 70 percent of the production
drawings have been released for the first conventional takeoff and
landing (CTOL) air vehicle. The Department decided to allocate ap-
proximately 1 additional year to the design effort in order to refine
the three variant designs and deliver greater capability to the
warfighter.

The V-22 flight-test program is proceeding with discipline, and
continues to successfully demonstrate that platform’s great capabil-
ity.

The budget also provides funds to sustain the P-3 fleet and its
high operating tempo, while also moving ahead with the develop-
ment of the MMA to replace the aging P-3 fleet.

Finally, the Broad Area Maritime Surveillance (BAMS) Un-
manned Aerial Vehicle (UAV) system will provide a multiple sen-
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sor, persistent maritime ISR capability that will allow us to operate
and monitor maritime and littoral areas. The Department has de-
termined that at least three candidates can potentially meet the
BAMS requirement, so the Navy is proceeding with a competitive
program. All of these programs contribute to an integrated warfare
strategy, which relies on knowledge, persistence, and precision to
bring combat power to bear on an adversary at rates faster than
the enemy’s response and reaction times.

Even as we plan for the future, we are also focused on the chal-
lenges of today. In support of the 1st Marine Expeditionary Forces
(IMEF) return to Iraq taking place as we speak, the acquisition
team has worked with IMEF to install aircraft survivability equip-
ment on helicopters, to add armor kits to vehicles, and to provide
systems to address the improvised explosive device threat.

Secretary England directed the establishment of a formalized
process, we call “Operation Respond,” to rapidly react to additional
technological and materiel requirements generated by the deployed
Marine Corps. A senior Navy and Marine Corps team, co-chaired
by Lieutenant General Hanlon and myself, will review and coordi-
nate technical and materiel solutions for deployed units’ problems,
and utilize the expertise throughout the Department of the Navy
to expedite solutions to counter these threats.

Mr. Chairman, out of respect for the subcommittee, I will stop,
leaving much more to say. You and the members of the subcommit-
tee have been key factors in all of this progress. I offer my great
thanks on behalf of myself, the Department, and the sailors and
marines who will rely on the equipment we acquire. Congressional
support for the Navy and Marine Corps aviation plan is essential
to achieving the vision we have, and I thank you for your consider-
ation of our requests.

[The joint prepared statement of Mr. Young, Admiral Nathman,
and Lieutenant General Hough follows:]

JOINT PREPARED STATEMENT BY HON. JOHN J. YOUNG, JR., VADM JOHN B.
NATHMAN, USN, AND LT. GEN. MICHAEL A. HouGgH, USMC

Mr. Chairman, distinguished members of the subcommittee, thank you for this op-
portunity to appear before you to discuss the Department of the Navy’s fiscal year
2005 Acquisition and Research, Development, Test, and Evaluation (RDT&E) pro-
grams.

Your Navy and Marine Corps Team’s outstanding performance in the global war
on terrorism and Operations Enduring Freedom (OEF) and Iraqi Freedom (OIF) last
year underscored the high return on your investment in our combat readiness, our
people, and our unique maritime warfighting capabilities. Your return on invest-
ment included the lift for 94 percent of the Nation’s joint warfighting capability and
more than 8,000 naval combat sorties in support of OIF. It demonstrated the latest
technology in surveillance, command and control and persistent attack operating
fi'lom sovereign U.S. territory and exploiting the vast maneuver space provided by
the sea.

The global war on terrorism, OEF and OIF demonstrated the enormous contribu-
tions Naval Forces make to the effectiveness of joint and coalition forces. Analyses
of these conflicts indicate that the warfighting concepts, capabilities development
process, and advanced technologies we are pursuing in our Naval Power 21 vision
are on the right vector. Experimentation with forward deployed Expeditionary
Strike Groups has increased credible global combat capability with which to fight
the war on terror and project power. We have leveraged OIF experience to imple-
ment the Fleet Response Plan (FRP)—increasing the number of Carrier Strike
Groups (CSG) deployed or readily deployable. The Navy and Marine Corps Team
now faces a rare inflection point in history with technological infusions and several
new ship classes coming on line within the next few years. This year, we will pursue
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distributed and joint networked solutions that could revolutionize our capability.
With the fiscal year 2005 budget request we intend to:

e Shape the 21st century workforce and deepen the growth and develop-
ment of our people, and

e Accelerate our investment in Naval Power 21 to recapitalize and trans-
form our force and improve its ability to operate as an effective component
of our joint warfighting team.

DEVELOPING TRANSFORMATIONAL JOINT SEABASING CAPABILITIES

The Naval Power 21 vision defines the capabilities that the 21st century Navy
will deliver. Our overarching transformational operating concept is seabasing; a na-
tional capability, for projecting and sustaining naval power and joint forces that
assures joint access by leveraging the operational maneuver of sovereign, distrib-
uted, and networked forces operating globally from the sea. Seabasing unifies our
capabilities for projecting offensive power, defensive power, command and control,
mobility and sustainment around the world. It will enable commanders to generate
high tempo operational maneuver by making use of the sea as a means of gaining
and maintaining advantage.

Sea Shield is the projection of layered defensive power. It seeks maritime superi-
ority to assure access, and to project defense overland.

Sea Strike is the projection of precise and persistent offensive power. It leverages
persistence, precision, stealth, and new force packaging concepts to increase oper-
ational tempo and reach. It includes strikes by air, missiles, and by maneuver by
Marine Air Ground Task Forces (MAGTF) supported by sea based air and long-
range gunfires.

Sea Base is the projection of operational independence. It provides the Joint Force
Commander the capability to retain command and control and logistics at mobile,
secure locations at sea and enables Expeditionary Maneuver Warfare and Ship-To-
Objective-Maneuver (STOM).

FORCEnet is the operational construct and architectural framework for naval
warfare in the joint, information age. It integrates warriors, sensors, networks, com-
mand and control, platforms and weapons into a networked, distributed combat sys-
tem.

Sea Trial is the Navy’s recently created process for formulating and testing inno-
vative operational concepts, most of which harness advanced technologies and are
often combined with new organizational configurations, in pursuit of dramatic im-
provements in warfighting effectiveness. Sea Trial concept development and experi-
mentation (CD&E) is being conducted in close coordination with the Marine Corps
combat/force development process and reflects a sustained commitment to innova-
tion. These efforts tie warfare innovation to the core operational challenges facing
the future joint force.

Sea Enterprise is the flagship effort for freeing up additional resources to support
military transformation initiatives through streamlining naval business processes.
Involving the Navy headquarters, the systems commands and the Fleet, Sea Enter-
prise seeks to improve organizational alignment, refine requirements and reinvest
savings to buy the platforms and systems needed to transform the naval contribu-
tion to the joint force.

As a means of accelerating our investment in Naval Power 21, we employ the
Naval Capability Development Process (NCDP) and Expeditionary Force Develop-
ment System (EFDS). The NCDP and EFDS take a concepts-to-capabilities ap-
proach to direct investment to achieve future warfighting wholeness. The NCDP
takes a sea-based, offensive approach that provides power projection and access with
distributed and networked forces featuring unmanned and off board nodes with pen-
etrating surveillance via pervasive sensing and displaying that rapidly deliver preci-
sion effects. The EFDS assesses, analyzes and integrates MAGTF warfighting con-
cepts, and requirements in a naval and joint context to support the overarching
operational concept of Joint Seabasing. Both processes are designed to incorporate
innovative products of service and joint concept development and experimentation
(CD&E) and science and technology (S&T) efforts.

The fiscal year 2005 budget request reflects the investments that will most im-
prove our warfighting capability by developing and investing in future sea based
and expeditionary capabilities for the Navy and Marine Corps.

AVIATION PROGRAMS

The fiscal year 2005 President’s budget request balances continued recapitaliza-
tion in obtaining new capabilities and reducing operating costs while simultaneously
sustaining the legacy fleet aircraft that are performing magnificently in current op-
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erations. Taking advantage of multi-year procurement (MYP) to achieve significant
savings in procurement accounts, the Navy has entered, or will soon enter numerous
MYP contracts that will define the future of weapons systems and further invest-
ment. The Department’s fiscal year 2005 budget request will utilize MYP arrange-
ments for the F/A-18E/F (both airframe and engine), the KC-130J and the E-2C
to maximize the return on our investment. Our proposed plan will procure 44 tac-
tical, fixed wing aircraft (42 F/A-18E/F, and 2 E-2C), as well as 8 MV-22, and 9
upgraded UH-1Y/AH-1Z helicopters. This plan also continues the development of
the F-35, the E-2C Advanced Hawkeye, the EA-18G, Multi-mission Maritime Air-
craft (MMA), and the Aerial Common Sensor (ACS) and initiates the Broad Area
Maritime Surveillance (BAMS) Unmanned Aerial Vehicles (UAV) development.

Sea Shield

Multi-mission Maritime Aircraft (MMA)|P-3C

Current P-3 aircraft are flying in excess of 150 hours per month in support of
OEF and OIF. This high flight utilization requires special structural inspections to
keep the aircraft safely flying and the Navy has developed a comprehensive
sustainment, modernization, and re-capitalization plan for the force. The fiscal year
2005 budget request reflects $56.9 million for Special Structural Inspections (SSI)
and Special Structural Inspections—Kits (SSI-K), which will allow for sustainment
and continued operation of approximately 148 aircraft. The fiscal year 2005 budget
request also reflects $53.8 million for ASW Improvement Program (AIP) to continue
to meet COCOM requirements. To replace these critical aircraft, the Navy is procur-
ing an MMA. The program is completing component advanced development (CAD)
and in December 2003 received proposals for the System Development and Dem-
onstration (SDD) contract from both competitors (Boeing with 737 commercial deriv-
ative and Lockheed-Martin with Orion 21 military derivative). Evaluations of these
proposals are ongoing to support down select to final system provider and contract
award after Milestone B in May 2004. The fiscal year 2005 budget requests $496
million for continuation of SDD of MMA. Our comprehensive and balanced approach
has allowed for re-capitalization of these critical assets.

MH-60R and MH-60S

The fiscal year 2005 budget requests $409 million in procurement and $79 million
in RDT&E for the replacement and upgrade of Light Airborne Multi-Purpose Sys-
tem (LAMPS) MK IIT SH-60B and carrier-based SH—60F helicopters to the new con-
figuration designated as MH-60R. Procurement quantity was reduced to mitigate
delays in developmental and operational testing. Testing identified stability issues
with the Multi-mode Radar (MMR) and software performance issues with MMR/IFF
Interrogator, electronic support measures and acoustic systems. Fiscal year 2005
funding will fully support a revised procurement profile.

The fiscal year 2005 budget requests $400 million in procurement and $81 million
in RDT&E funds for the MH-60S, which is the Navy’s primary combat support heli-
copter designed to support Carrier and Expeditionary Strike Groups. It will replace
a number of legacy platforms with a newly manufactured H-60 airframe. The MH—
60S program entered into a full rate 5-year MYP contract with the Army in Septem-
ber 2002, for up to 237 aircraft. The fiscal year 2005 budget request supports the
recently awarded MH-60 Common Cockpit MYP. The $423 million contract delivers
common cockpits for both MH-60R and MH—60S aircraft, saving the Navy up to $63
million.

AIM-9X

The fiscal year 2005 budget requests $35.2 million for 157 missiles. AIM-9X was
deployed to operational sites last summer after a successful LRIP 4 decision. Test
asset availability that slowed the Operational Test was overcome, and the oper-
ational evaluation (OPEVAL) completed in late summer. The Full Rate Production
decision is scheduled for March 2004.

Sea Strike
F/A-I8E/F

The F/A-18E/F is a significant step forward in improving the survivability and
strike capability of the carrier air wing. The Super Hornet provides a 40-percent in-
crease in combat radius, 50 percent increase in endurance, and 25 percent increase
in weapons payload over our older Hornets. Three Super Hornet squadrons deployed
during OIF as Fleet transition of the F/A-18E/F continues. The latest squadron to
stand up is based with the carrier air wing forward deployed in Japan.

The fiscal year 2005 budget requests $2.98 billion for 42 F/A-18 E/F aircraft for
the first year of the second 5-year MYP contract (fiscal year 2005 to fiscal year
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2009). The Super Hornet has used a spiral development approach to incorporate
new technologies, such as the Joint Helmet Mounted Cueing System, Advanced Tar-
geting Forward Looking Infrared (ATFLIR), Shared Reconnaissance Pod System
(SHARP) and Multifunctional Information Distribution System (MIDS) data link.
Last year, the ATFLIR successfully passed the Full Rate Production (FRP) decision,
while the Advanced Electronically Scanned Antenna Radar system received Low
Rate Initial Production (LRIP) authority and the SHARP pod completed a successful
early operational capability (EOC) onboard U.S.S. Nimitz with VFA-41.

F-35 Joint Strike Fighter (JSF)

Our recapitalization plan includes the JSF, a stealthy, multi-role fighter aircraft
designed jointly to be an enabler for Naval Power 21. The fiscal year 2005 budget
request contains $2.2 billion for continuation of SDD on the JSF. The JSF will en-
hance the Department of the Navy’s precision strike capability with unprecedented
stealth, range, sensor fusion, improved radar performance, combat ID and electronic
attack capabilities compared to legacy platforms. CV JSF complements the F/A-18E/
F and EA-18G in providing long range strike capability and much improved persist-
ence over the battlefield. STOVL JSF combines the multi-role versatility of the F/
A-18 and the basing flexibility of the AV-8B. The commonality designed into the
JSF program will reduce acquisition and operating costs of Navy and Marine Corps
tactical aircraft and allow enhanced interoperability with our Allies and sister Serv-
ices.

The JSF has completed the second year of its development program, and the pro-
gram continues working to translate concept designs to three producible variants.
The JSF development activities for propulsion, subsystems, avionics, and autonomic
logistics have gone well. The Air System Preliminary Design Review was completed
in June 2003, and the F135 First Engine to Test was successfully completed in Octo-
ber 2003. The airframe design effort, however, is taking longer and is more complex
than had been originally anticipated. Additional design work is required to address
technical issues, primarily weight projections, resulting in a SDD cost increase, SDD
schedule delays, and a 1-year slip to starting LRIP to fiscal year 2007 vice fiscal
year 2006. These technical issues have put pressure on our ability to meet several
performance specification requirements as well as some [M.A.1] Key Performance
Parameters. We believe current issues are solvable within normal parameters of de-
sign fluctuation and we are re-planning JSF SDD to make sure we succeed. Specifi-
cally, our SDD plan recognizes that STOVL performance is absolutely vital. As such,
we are focused to ensure STOVL viability for our warfighters; aggressively pursuing
trade studies to improve performance by reducing weight; and aggressively pursuing
propulsion enhancements to improve performance. An independent review team is
also examining the program to make sure we are following the correct path.

V=22

The fiscal year 2005 budget request includes $918 million for eight MV-22s and
$304 million for continued testing and evaluation. The V-22 Osprey resumed flight-
testing in May 2002, and it has flown in excess of 1,500 hours. Flight-testing contin-
ues along an event-driven schedule and is going well. In August 2003, OSD directed
the Services to reduce the number of aircraft from 20 to 17 in fiscal year 2006. Sub-
sequently, the aircraft procurement ramp should increase by approximately 50 per-
cent per year and use the savings accrued from the production adjustments for rein-
vestment into program interoperability improvements and cost reduction initiatives.

CH-53X

The fiscal year 2005 budget requests $103.1 million RDT&E to begin the SDD
phase of the CH-53X program. The Marine Corps’ CH-53E continues to dem-
onstrate its value as an expeditionary heavy-lift platform, with significant assault
support contributions in Afghanistan, the Horn of Africa, and Iraq. Vertical heavy
lift will be critical to successful 21st century operations in anti-access, area-denial
environments globally, enabling force application and focused logistics envisioned
within the joint operating concepts. The CH-53E requires significant design en-
hancements to meet future interoperability requirements, improve survivability, ex-
pand range and payload performance, improve cargo handling and turn-around ca-
pabilities and reduce operations and support costs. An independent Analysis of Al-
ternatives determined that a “new build” helicopter would be the most cost-effective
solution. The Operational Requirements Document that will guide the development
of this aircraft is in review. The CH-53X series aircraft will address our emerging
heavy-lift requirements.
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F/A-18A/B/C/D

The fiscal year 2005 budget request contains $19.9 million for the continuation
of the upgrade program for our F/A-18As. The Marine Corps continues to upgrade
Lot 7-11 F/A-18As (with a program objective of 76) to Lot XVII F/A-18C aircraft
capability as well as digital communications and tactical data link. The Marine
Corps anticipates programmed upgrades to enhance the current capabilities of the
F/A-18C/D with digital communications, tactical data link and tactical reconnais-
sance systems. This upgrade ensures that our F/A-18s remain viable and relevant
in support of Tactical Air (TACAIR) Integration and Expeditionary Maneuver War-
fare. The Marines expect the F/A—18A to remain in the active inventory until 2015.
The Marines are also exploring the feasibility of placing the Litening targeting pod
on the F/A-18D aircraft. When combined with data link hardware from Predator
UAUVs, this pod provides real time video to the ground commander and serves as
an interim solution to support real world operations until the ATFLIR pod is oper-
ationally fielded in sufficient numbers. This new start notification has been sent to
Congress.

Integrated Defensive Electronic Countermeasures (IDECM)

The fiscal year 2005 budget reflects $13.4 million in RDT&E to continue the de-
velopment of the IDECM Block III (ALQ-214 w/the ALE-55 (fiber optic towed
decoy)) that will support an fiscal year 2006 OPEVAL. Additionally, $99 million in
APN is included for the procurement of 38 ALQ-214 systems, and $9 million in pro-
curement of ammo, Navy and Marine Corps (PANMC) for the procurement of 400
ALE-50 towed decoys. ALE-55 procurement is scheduled for fiscal year 2006. Con-
gress added $9 million to RDT&E, N in the fiscal year 2004 budget for the IDECM
program. This funded resolution and testing of (then) remaining technical issues. As
a result, OPEVAL was completed and the IDECM Block II OPEVAL Report was
signed October 3, 2003, with both a finding of “Operationally Effective and Oper-
ationally Suitable”, and a recommendation for fleet introduction. Initial operational
capability (IOC) is planned for September 2004. Full Rate Production deliveries
begin in fiscal year 2005.

EA-18G

The E/A-18G is the Navy’s replacement for the EA-6B Airborne Electronic Attack
aircraft and represents an entirely new way of looking at legacy aircraft replace-
ment. Leveraging existing production capabilities at Boeing and Northrop Grum-
man, the Navy is using the F/A-18E/F MYC to buy an additional quantity of ‘F” Air-
craft, and marrying those airframes with Northrop Grumman’s in-production Im-
proved Capabilities (ICAP)-III Airborne Electronic Attack (AEA) system to produce
the E/A-18G to replace the aging EA-6B aircraft. This allows us to deliver the next
generation Airborne Electronic Attack capability at reduced cost and in the shortest
possible timeframe. The Marine Corps is examining a range of possibilities that will
provide the needed capability.

The fiscal year 2005 budget request reflects $359 million for SDD leading to Criti-
cal Design Review currently planned for April 2005. During fiscal year 2004, EA—
18G efforts focused on risk reduction and development activities concerning the inte-
gration of EA-6B Improved Capabilities (ICAP III) electronic attack technologies
into the F/A-18E/F air vehicle. The EA-18G was approved to enter SDD on Decem-
ber 18, 2003, as an ACAT ID program. A total quantity of 30 systems will be pro-
cured in LRIP with a planned fiscal year 2009 IOC and fiscal year 2012 FOC. The
EA-18G will replace carrier-based Navy EA-6B aircraft by 2012.

AH-17 | UH-1Y | Existing Marine Corps Helicopters

The fiscal year 2005 budget requests $241.8 million APN funds to procure 9 UH—
1Y/AH-1Z aircraft and $90.4 million RDT&E funds to complete the H-1 Upgrades
test program. The Engineering and Manufacturing Development phase of the H-1
Upgrades Program to remanufacture 180 AH-1W and 100 UH-1N helicopters into
state-of-the-art AH-17Z and UH-1Y models is progressing well. The development
program is over 90 percent complete and the aircraft are meeting all Key Perform-
ance Parameters. Cost and schedule performance projections are tracking well to
the Performance Measurement Baseline. LRIP Lot I was approved in October 2003,
with the contract awarded to Bell Helicopter in December 2003. The technical per-
formance of the flight test remains strong with the five flight test aircraft complet-
ing over 1,500 flight hours during combined contractor/government testing at Patux-
ent River, MD, and completing the Block “C” modification that added the Helmet-
Mounted Sight/Display and active elevator. The program is on track for a second
Operational Assessment in March 2004, followed by an LRIP Lot II decision planned
for August 2004.
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The Marine Corps continues to support its fleet of existing of UH-1N, AH-1W,
CH-53E, CH-53D, and CH-46E helicopters with numerous enhancements and
Operational Safety Improvement Programs (OSIPs). As an example, the fiscal year
2005 budget requests $56.4 million for the CH-46E T-58 Engine Reliability Im-
provement Program; this program will restore the capability of these engines to
their original power specifications and reduce maintenance requirements.

AV-8B

The fiscal year 2005 budget requests $12.3 million RDT&E funds to support de-
velopment of the Tactical Moving Map Display and the Engine Life Management
Plan and $20.8 million APN funding for procurement of Open Systems Core Avi-
onics Requirement (OSCAR) and Engine Life upgrades. The AV-8B we fly today is
not the same aircraft that we flew 10 years ago. Over the last decade, the Harrier
has gone from a daytime air-ground attack aircraft to a night/adverse weather preci-
sion strike platform. The AV-8B Remanufacture Program not only updated the Har-
rier to a more capable and more reliable aircraft, but also provided an additional
6,000 hours of airframe life, making the AV-8B one of the newest airframes in the
fleet. Today’s AV-8B includes a night-attack avionics suite (Navigation FLIR, digital
moving map, color displays, night vision goggle lighting), APG-65 multi-mode radar,
a more powerful and reliable Pegasus (408) engine, and the Litening targeting pod.
The AV-8B OSCAR program, currently in LRIP, will also add new Mission Systems
and Warfare Management Computers, open systems architecture and commercial
software and JDAM capability. Our AV-8B Harriers have flown extensively in sup-
port of Special Operations Forces in OEF, as well as during OIF last year. AV-8Bs
demonstrated the expeditionary flexibility of short take-off/vertical landing (STOVL)
aircraft while becoming the most forward deployed tactical aircraft in theater. Sev-
eral Harriers employed Litening targeting pods with real-time video downlink capa-
bility that provided visual target verification by ground personnel. The Litening
pods’ inherent capability to laser designate targets for precision munitions also
marked spots on the ground with infrared energy.

EA-6B

The fiscal year 2005 budget requests $51.7 million for Wing Center Section modi-
fications and $53 million for procurement of 10 Improved Capability (ICAP) III sys-
tems. The aging EA-6B has been in ever-increasing demand as the Department of
Defense’s (DOD) only tactical radar jamming aircraft that also engages in commu-
nications jamming and information operations. This demand has been particularly
evident during OIF and OEF. Safety considerations, due to wing center section and
outer wing panel fatigue have driven aircraft inventory (aircraft available to the
fleet) from 95 to 71. Aircraft inventory is projected to return to above 90 by the first
quarter of fiscal year 2006. Congress provided a $85 million supplemental in fiscal
year 2004 that has accelerated the procurement and installation efforts to replace
both wing center sections and outer wing panels. Priorities for this platform are cur-
rent readiness and successful fleet introduction of ICAP III selective reactive jam-
ming system. The Marine Corps expects to fly the EA-6B ICAP III until
transitioning to a new ele